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"Barrett, Susan and Reid To <upper_deschutes_RMP@or.bim.gov>

Brown"
<bsrbrown@teleport .com> - cc

01/15/2004 04:32 PM ~ bee
' Subject udrmp comments

Please print the attached word doc. for your use if possible, if not consider this email text below as equivalent.

Lobos Motorcycle Club PO Box 2631 Clackamas, OR 97015

January 15, 2004
Bureau of Land Management: Teal Purrington

Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan Draft

Dear Sir or Madam,

The Lobos Motorcycle Club is celebrating its 40" anniversary this year. We are an off-road motorcycle
club that promotes organized events and work to preserve the sport of motoreycling. We have promoted
events in central Oregon continuously since 1979. For thousands of OHV recreationists we have provided
a fun organized, way to enjoy the area under consideration by this management plan, including vehicle
sound testing, inspection and registration.

We have serious concerns with the current proposal':

After reVIewmg the list of participants, we belleve the BLM did a grossly inadequate job of reaching out to
OHYV users for participation when forming the teams, and advisory groups that developed the list of
alternatives and that finally selected altérnative 7. These are.overwhelmingly the largest stakeholders.

The biggest threat to success in OHV management is from over-concentrated use. OHV use is an
extremely fast growing activity, and an excellent way for Americans to enjoy their public lands. We have
been shocked to hear from the BLM that the clear data demonstrating these obvious trends was not
considered in the development of this plan. In disparate conirast, Non -motorized areas however are
proposed to increase in response to a perceived community need. Further, upon reading the pian, we find
that the massive potential impacts of actually reducing the area avallable for OHV use have not been
considered, and are not described

Proximity conflict is another recipe for failure in OHV management. We believe the preferred proposal, as
well as the notes on the others reflect a lack of proper consideration of this fact. The current concept of
mixed or adjacent motorized and non-motorized uses in the Cline Buttes area will present a huge
management problem. Successful land managers in Washington, ldaho and here in Oregon have told us
they would never consider building in these conflicts.

It has come to our attention that the BLM has associated OHV use with illegal activity such as dumping
and vandalism. The closures and restrictions that are proposed as a response are offensive and
irresponsible. .

In closing, we would propose that the process generally should properly consider and describe the
impacts to the OHV community including the terrible resource impacts from over-concentrated use that



M

will grow out of the periodic closures (like South Millican), permanent closures, and restrictions as
proposed.

Barrett Brown, Treasurer

Lobos Motorcycle Club Lobo BLM udimp comments.doc
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PO Box 2631

X?\«l) B vaackamas, OR 970152631

January 18, 2004

Bureau of Land Management: Teal Purrington
Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan Draft

Dear Sir or Madam, '

The Lobos Motorcycle Club is celebrating its 40™ anniversary this year. We are an off-road motorcycle
club that promotes organized events and work to preserve the sport of motorcycling. We have
promoted events in central Oregon continuously since 1979. For thousands of OHV recreationists we
have provided a fun organized, way to enjoy the area under consideration by this management plan
including vehicle sound testing, inspection and registration. .

We have serious concerns with the current proposat:

After reviewing the list of participants, we believe the BLM did a grossly inadequate job of reaching out
to OHV users for participation when forming the teams, and advisory groups that developed the list of
alternatives and that finally selected alternative 7. These are overwhelmingly the largest stakeholders.

The biggest threat to success in OHV management is from over-concentrated use. OHV use is an
- extremely-fast growing activity, and an excellent way for Americans to enjoy their public lands. -We
“have been shocked to hear from the BLM that the clear data demonstrating these obvious trends was

not considered in the development of this plan. In disparate contrast, Non-motorized areas however

are proposed to increase in response to a perceived community need. Further, upon reading the plan,
we find that the massive potential impacts of actually reducing the area available for OHV use have not
been considered, and are not described - -

Proximity conflict is another recipe for failure in OHV management. We believe the preferred proposal,
as well as the notes on the others reflect a lack of proper consideration of this'fact. The current concept
of mixed or adjacent motorized and non-motorized uses in the Cline Buttes area will present a huge
management problem. Successful land managers in Washington, ldaho and here in Oregon have told
us they would never consider building in these conflicts. ,

It has come to our attention that the BLM has associated OHV use with illegal activity such as dumping
and vandalism. The closures and restrictions that are proposed as a response are offensnve and
irresponsible.

In closing, we would propose that the process generally should properly consider and describe the

* impacts to the OHV community including the terrible resource impacts from over-concentrated use that
will grow out of the periodic closures (like South Millican), permanent closures, and restrictions as
proposed. A

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, and please keep us informed as this issue progresses.

Lobos Motorcycle Club



"Doug MacCourt" To <upper_deschutes_ RMP@or.bim.gov>

'<dcm@atenfvynne -com> cc Doug MacCourt" <dcm@aterwynne.com>,
01/15/2004 03:41 PM <jdallred@starks.com>

bece

Comments to Draft Upper Deshutes Resource Management

Subject Plan and EIS

Dear BLM:

Per the Federal Register notice for the UDRMP, on behalf of the Oregon
Motorcycle Riders Azsociation (OMRA) I am submitting comments to the Draft
‘UDRMP and EIS. Please confirm receipt of these comments, and contact me if
you have any guestions. Thank you. ‘

Douglas C. MacCourt
Ater Wynne LLP

- Suite 1800

222 S.W. Columbia
Portland, OR 97201
{503) 226-8672 (phone) . ,
(503) 226-0079 (fax) -
dem@aterwynne. com

http://www.aterwynne.com

This electronic mail communication may contain privileged and confidential
attorney-client communications and/or attorney work product. If you have
received this communication in error or are not the intended recipient, please
delete the communication without using, copying or otherwise disseminating it.
Please notify sender that you received the message in error.

Aw_237131_1.FDF
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@ | Suite 1800

222 SW. Columbja

ATERWYNNE w» © Portland, OR 97201-6618

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
: 503-226-1191

Fax 503-226-0079

Douglas C. MacCourt
Direct Dial: 503-226-8672
E-Mail: dem@aterwynne.com

. January 14, 2004

VIA E-Mail:
Upper Deschutes RMP@or blm.gov

Pnnevﬂle BLM

Draft UDRMP

3050 N.E. Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754

Re: | Coinments on UDRMP A
Oregon Motorcycle Riders Association

.Dear Teal Purrington:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide written comments to the Draft Upper Deschutes
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (UDRMP or EIS). These
comments were prepared by and are bemg submitted on behalf of the Oregon Motorcycle Riders

- Association (OMRA). : -

OMRA was organized in 1972 as the statew1de sanctmmng body for off-road motorcycle
events in the state of Oregon. It is a member-run club of approxnnately 800 individual members -
and 14 organizational members from across Oregon. The OMRA’s main purpose is to unite
responsible trail riders, riders in competitive and non-competitive events, and dual sport riders
who wish to promote, preserve, and protect off-road recreation on public and private lands
throughout Oregon. OMRA's goal and practice is to provide family-oriented recreational
opportunities to its members and other off-highway vehicle (“OHV™) users.

OMRA members include persons who regularly use public lands managed by the BLM in
the UDRMP planning area (referred to in this letter as the “planning area” including the area
formerly designated as the "Millican Valley Off-Highway Vehicle Planning Area").

Part1c1pat10n in OMRA events in the planning area involve a large number of persons in addition
to OMRA members throngh co- sponsored events and other activities. In addition, OMRA
members include property owners in and adjacent to the planning area, as well as residents and
business owners in the Central Oregon communities near these lands. OMRA members make a
significant financial contribution to management of public lands in the planning area, including
OHY registrations sold in Oregon and the purchase of goods and services in the planning area.

) PORTLAND
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Prineville BLM
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- Summary of NEPA Issues of Concern to OMRA

The preferred alternative significantly and detrimentally impacts motorized recreation in
the planning area. The UDRMP fails to comply with the procedural requirements of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to analyze and discuss those impacts. First, the UDRMP

_contains an inadequate analysis of impacts on motorized recreation, and, as a result, the EIS does -
not support the agency’s decision to adopt the preferred alternative. Specifically, the UDRMP
identifies a number of geographical areas where the preferred alternative limits or eliminates
motorized recreation for OMRA members. The UDRMP lacks a reasonably thorough discussion
of the probable consequences of adopting the preferred alternative and implementing these '
restrictionis or closures. Second, the cumiulative impacts of each individual limitation and closure
to motorized recreation in the planning area, as well as the cumulative impacts from recent and
historic closures and restrictions throughout the planning area, were not adequately discussed or
analyzed. Third, the UDRMP fails to comply with NEPA by omitting any discussion of
mitigation measures for reducing or eliminating motorized recreational opportunities for OMRA
members and other citizens, including OMRA members whose property is adjacent to or near the
impacted locations in the planning area. Finally, the UDRMP fails to demonstrate good-faith-
objectivity on the part of the lead agency toward motorized recreation and the interests of
OMRA members and other citizens who use the planning area for motorized recreation.

Discussion————=
Geographic Areas Limiting or Eliminating Motorized Recreation

1. Cline Buttes

The Cline Buttes area has been used for motorized recreation for more than 40 years, and
remains a popular OHV area for many OMRA members in the planning area and throughout the
state. The proposal for multiple recreation with non-motorized uses is not supported in the
UDRMP for the Cline Buttes area. While under the right circumstances such a mix may be
feasible in certain areas with intensive management, the Cline Buttes area lacks sufficient space
and resources to accommodate both uses. Historic motorized use in the Cline Buttes area

" demonstrates that the preferred alternative should maintain a large enough area to accommodate
organized and unorganized winter use activities. The UDRMP does not discuss or analyze how
the intensive management that will be needed to support the mix of uses will be provided by
BLM. Likewise, the UDRMP fails to address the impact on OMRA or other OHV users by
introducing conflicting uses to Cline Buttes in the manner proposed by the preferred alternative.

2. Horse Ridger

The UDRMP proposes to limit management of motorized recreation in the Skeleton Fire
area to a few main roads, to provide a designated trail system for nonmotorized uses, and limit
the trail density for motorized use. Under these circumstances, the trail density needs to be

' '

236932/1/DCM/100979-0001
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Prineville BLM
January 14, 2004
Page 3

flexibly sited and managed to accommodate for the topography in the Horse Ridge area. The
UDRMP fails to discuss how OMRA and other OHV users will be impacted by these limitations,
and makes no provision to mitigate these impacts through flexible siting and development of trail
-density throughout the management.area. :

3. . _LaPine

. The preferred alternative proposes seasonal closure of a significant portion of the La Pine
management area (the southern third). This restriction will seriously limit access to motorized
use areas adjacent to La Pine, as well as access from La Pine to the Rosland OHV Play area and

‘the motorized recreation areas in the Deschutes National Forest. The UDRMP fails to discuss or
analyze these impacts. The UDRMP fails to address mitigation of these impacts, which can be
provided without significant environmental impact in the preferred alternative by dedicated
access to the La Pine urban area, as well as a small number of corridors through the southern :
third to the Rosland and Deschutes motorized recreation areas.

4, i Miﬂican Plateau

The genera] direction of the preferred alternative for the Millican Plateau is supported by
the OMRA, with a few exceptions. The closure of the northem tip of the Millican Plateau due to
| dumping and vandalism problems penalizes law-abiding OMRA members and other OHV-users -
whose permit fees fund law enforcement and restoration activities in the Millican Plateau and
other parts of the planning area.

In addition, OMRA members pay for a quality recreational opportunity and should have
adequate access to visualresources in this area along with other uses managed by the lead
agency. The UDRMP fails to discuss how OMRA members and other OHV users will be
mtegrated into the planning process to ensure access to these resources.

5, North Millican

The Dry Canyon area along Highway 20 should not be closed completely to motorized
recreation, and the UDRMP fails to adequately analyze or discuss impacts from such an extreme
closure, or explain why some minimal access to vistas and areas around the dry canyon area
cannot be maintained for OMRA members and other OHV users. Similarly, the cumulative
impacts of these proposed closures have not been addressed.

The UDRMP fails to adequately analyze a number of other significant issues, including
the OHV ftrail density limitation of 1.5 miles of trail per square mile. There is no discussion or -
analysis of how this density will work considering the winter closure of South Millican and the
recent paving of West Butte Road which has segmented the area’s OHV ftrail system and created
serious management and safety issues for OHV use. The trail density reduction and other
restrictions and closures in the preferred alternative will significantly worsen impacts to other

236932/1/DCM/100979-0001
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resources and increase congestion and use conflicts. The UDRMP makes a limited recognition
of this problem but the actions proposed in the preferred alternative fail to take these issues into
account or discuss any potent1a1 m1t1gat10n '

The EIS also fails to mention that for several years preceding the development of the
UDRMP, OMRA members and other OHYV users participated with BLM to develop management
strategies concerning OHV use in the North Millican area. These efforts showed that opening
South Millican in the winter would mitigate the effect of reducing trail densities as proposed in
the preferred alternative. The UDRMP should also analyze the balance between continued use in
the North Millican area and increasing limitations and closures in other parts of the planning area
such as the Badlands. The North Millican area is one of the critical geographic regions for OHV
use in the planning area and the state of Oregon for OMRA members. The UDRMP needs to:
provide a clear explanation of how OHV uses in this area will be protected and integrated into -
the management effort during the interim period following adoption of the final UDRMP and the
1mplementat10n of the proposed trail system.

6. Prineville Reservoir

The area surrounding the Prineville reservoir has historically been used for a variety of
OHV uses. The preferred alternative proposes to displace this historic OHV use without any
discussion of impact or mitigation on the adjacent Prineville community that includes OMRA™ ™ ~
members and other OHV users.

A South Millican

- The preferred alternative proposes to retain extreme seasonal closures, leaving OHV
users with access to this popular area only 4 months of the year. These four months include
August, September, October and November, the hottest and driest periods for South Millican.
The result is a serious reduction in OHV opportunities and greater potential for environmental
impacts through soil damage These impacts are not adequately d150ussed or analyzed in the
UDRMP. -

In addition, the UDRMP provides no analysis of why such extreme closures are needed
to protect deer populations that other wildlife management professionals believe may currently
exceed the carrying capacity for deer in the South Millican area. In fact, OMRA members and
others who have used the South Millican aréa for many years have documented the continued
absence of deer from this area. The UDRMP fails to explain why a winter range closure is
needed or appropriate under these circimstances. The result of the preferred alternative for
South Millican is to favor hunting and other uses over OHV uses, but the UDRMP does not
discuss or analyze how a permanent winter closure is necessary or beneficial in. the long run to
wildlife, especially considering the cost to current and historic OHV uses and the minimal gain
to limited deer populations. The preferred alternative ignores the uncontested recommendations
of the Recreation Issue Team without any discussion or analysis of impacts to OHV users.

236932/1/DCM/100979-0001
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The South Millican area historically supported special use permits for a variety of OHV
and other uses. The connection between South Millican and the OHV areas in North Millican is
ignored by the UDRMP. With an adequate analysis, the UDRMP would show that special use
permitted events could continue in South Millican, be served by existing connections to North
- Millican, and support proposed environmental protections in the preferred alternative.

General Considerations

The preferred alternative in the UDRMP proposes significant and detrimental impacts to
OMRA members and OHV users by relying heavily on the management techniques of limiting
OHYV use to designated roads and trails, by limiting trail densities, and by continuing or
increasing closures from the consent judgement in Central Oregon Forest Issues Committee v.
Kenna. The UDRMP fails to discuss or analyze the detrimental impact of such limitations,
individually or cumulatively. The UDRMP also fails to analyze how these limitations and
closures will force uses into adjacent areas (particularly to the east of the planning area) and the
resulting social and environmental impacts in these areas such as the sage grouse habitat located
to the east of the planning area where such impacts are likely to be shifted. The result is
environmental degradation that is not analyzed in the UDRMP, and loss of valuable OHV
resources in the planning area. OMRA is concerned that significant data on road and trail
densmes, location of roads and trails, and mileage information for OHV systems was not
! referenced-orrelied upon in the UDRMP. Without a more thorough discussion and analysis of

existing data on specific OHV use in the areas impacted by the UDRMP the EIS does not
support the preferred alternative.

OMRA is extremely concerned about the absence of meaningful opportunities for =~ _
involving motorized recreational interests in the UDRMP planning and development process.
Only one individual representing motorized recreation was allowed to participate on the
Recreation Issue Team, and no other motorized recreation interests were allowed to join any
other issue team. Attempts by OMRA to increase the representation of the motorized recreation
community in the UDRMP process were rejected by BLM without explanation. No motorized
recreational interests werg represented on the Deschutes Provincial Advisory Committee (PAC)
and Subcommittee, despite years of participation by OMRA members and other OHV users of
the planning area leading up to the UDRMP process.

NEPA, as interpreted by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals, mandates that an
environmental impact statement be objective. While BLM is not required to be impartial, the
UDRMP cannot fail to adequately address impacts to OHV users as the result of a flawed or
biased process or an inadequate analysis. The EIS recognizes the importance of OHV use to the
UDRMP planning area. However, neither the process nor the preferred alternative reflects this
importance. The EIS process should be continued, and the EIS should be revised to incorporate
the years of input provided to BLM by the OHV community for the planning area. Otherwise it
is difficult to escape the conclusion that the UDRMP and the process that created it was seriously
biased agamst OHYV interests. _

236932/1/DCM/100979-0001
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NEPA requires BLM to undertake the appropriate hard look at all relevant impacts and
design a process and a product through the EIS that discussed and analyzed these impacts. This
includes revisiting the basis for the current restrictions on OHV use mandated by the US District

- Court in the consent judgement negotiated between a small number of special interest group
plaintiffs and the BLM in Central Oregon Forest Issues Committee v. Kenna. As the court stated
in response to OMRA’s objections to the consent judgement:

The fact that the Final JTudgement will impose new restrictions on off-highway vehicle
(OHYV) uses outside the Millican Valley OHV Area would have more significance if the
-restrictions were permanent, but they are temporary. Indeed, all the restrictions imposed
by the Judgement are in effect only “until an EIS as described [in paragraph 1 of the
Judgement] is completed and a record of declsmn [ROD] is issued for the Millican Valley

OHV Management Plan.

Unfortunately, the UDRMP proposes to make many of the restrictions negotiated
between the plaintiffs and BLM in the consent judgement permanent without adequate
~ discussion or justification. OMRA and the OHV community have spent many years and
dedicated significant resources to providing balanced opportunities for motorized recreation in
the planning area of the UDRMP. The UDRMP process should be continued so that this input
. can be incorporated in to the EIS and the significant impacts to motorized recreation proposed by
the preferred-alteriiative may be properly discussed and aﬁalyzed. :

Very truly yours,
Douglas C. MacCourt ;

cc: Jonathan Allred, OMRA
Senator Gordon Smith
Congressman Greg Walden

236932/1/DCM/100979-0001




u—W Alan Barron Bail To: Teal Purrington/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI@BLM

ce:
01/16/2004 08:42 AM Subject: Fw: Comments to UDRMP Horse Ridge Area

—--- Forwarded by Alan Barron Bail/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI! on 01/16/2004 08:42 AM --—-

"Eric Meglasson " To: <RMP@or.bim.gov>

<emeglasson@bendcab cc: <Alan_Barron_Bail@or.bim.gov>, <Robert_Towne@or.bim.gov>,
le.com> <Margaret_Wolf@or.blm.gov>, <Elaine_M_Brong@or.bim.gov>,
01/15/2004 10:32 PM <Greg_Currie@or.blm.gov>, <Robin_Snyder@or.blm.gov>, "Eric

Meglasson" <emeglasson@bendcable.com>
bee:
Subject; Comments to UDRMP, Horse Ridge Area

Attached herewith are comments to the Upper Deschutes

-Resource Management Plan regarding the Horse Ridge area. COTA,
the Central Oregon Trail Alliance, appreciates the opportunity to be
involved in the Public Comment period of the plan. We hope our
comments are helpful and we look forward to contlnumg to work with
the BLM on traﬂ related issues in the future. :

Horse Ridge Comments.doc



Central Oregon Trail Alliance
www.cotamtb.org

January 15, 2004

Bureau of Land Management, Prineville District
Attention: Teal Purrington

3050 N.E. 3" Street

Prineville, OR 97754

upperdeschutesRMP @ or.blm.gov:

' Re; Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan as it applies to Horse Ridge.

The following comments are in regard to the Upper Deschutes Resource
Management Plan as it applies to the Horse Ridge area south east of Bend. The
Central Oregon Trails Alliance (COTA) is in favor of the preferred alternative
(alternative 7).

Which ever alternative is adopted, COTA has several topics of interest and concerns
we would like to discuss with the BLM.

Horse Ridge provides an excellent winter riding area for mountain bikes with a good mix
of trails and dirt roads. The area provides bicyclists and hikers the opportunity to
experience the majestic lahdscapes of Oregon’s High Desert and the ability to recreate in
winter months when other areas are under snow. The Horse Ridge area is an important
part of the unique and varied landscape that makes Central Oregon such a desirable place
to live and visit.

A sparse user built trail network currently exists on Horse Ridge. It has been used as a
winter riding area for mountain. bikers for more than a decade. We would like the

- opportunity to expand the trail network at Horse Ridge in the future, but much more

importantly we would like to protect the trails that already exist.

This letter is a list of suggestions that COTA has vc‘:ompiled which we believe will belp
maintain the quality of the recreational experience at Horse Ridge. - Our concerns mainly
relate to the amount and type of use that these trails will experience in the future. '

«



The single largest problem we see currently is the indiscriminant use of motorized
vehicles. In many cases this is inadvertent as there are existing motorized trails in non
motorized areas and across private property. The relatively large blocks of multi use and
non motorized use proposed in Alternative 7 will make it easier for all users to
understand boundaries an easier for the BLM to sign the boundaries between multmse
non-motorized, and private properties.

Horse ridge is a unique and fragile environment. The soil is sand. During winter months
with moisture present the sand compacts nicely under bicycle and foot traffic. The
weight and nature of horses and motorcycles destroys the usefulness of the trails for other
users. Alternative seven combines bicycles, horses, and foot traffic into a single user
group. Separate trails will be needed at Horse Ridge to keep horses off from hlker-blker
' tralls

Commercial use:

We recommend that no special recreation permits for trail dependent annual use should
be issued for Horse Ridge. Trail degradation would be severe and require many hours of
maintenance. Commercial use would have a higher impact on wildlife in the area.

Horse Use:

~ We recommend creating separate trails for horses and cyclists in order to minimize
conflict. As an example, there are currently very few conflicts between cyclists and ‘ T
horses on Deschutes National Forest land. This is due to the fact that the two uses are
~ almost completely separated. The user separation is a large reason that Central Oregon

has been noted as one of the five best towns to ride mountain bikes in the nation by

numerous cycling pubhcatmns

Organized Group use:

We recommend that no SRP’s should be issued for Horse Ridge for trail dependent
events. No motorized events should be held on roads on Horse Rldge

- Bvent Density:

Allowing two events per month of two days each is too much in this fragile environment.
The impact to natural resources and to the experience of other users at Horse Ridge will
degrade as the size of user groups increase.

The only sustainable use at Horse Ridge‘ will occur by individuals or small groups
attempting to enjoy the desert environment and wildlife. This is not an appropriate
location for commercial use, events, or races.



Wildlife:

Alternative 7'»deems wildlife management as primary for this area. The allocations and
allowable uses for Horse Ridge are not compatible with the frag1le soil conditions and
W11d11fe mana gement empha51s

- COTA’s future at Horse Ridge

COTA currently maintains the existing hiker & biker trails at Horse Ridge. The trails. are
maintained to their current narrow tread width. Maintenance consists of removing bunch |
grass, lining trail with stones to encourage riders to stay on trail, replacing soil after '
heavy rains, and creating water diversions where necessary. COTA also actively spreads
the word that in the future only trails approved by the BLM will be built and any new,
unapproved trails will be obliterated. COTA will work with the BLM to layout the trail
system and will provide labor and tools for trail building and maintenance.

COTA’s commitment to the BLM is based on building and maintaining sustainable trails.
In the sandy soil present at Horse ridge, we do not consider horse and motorcycle trails to
‘be sustainable by our standards. COTA will not maintain trails that are used by
motorcycles, ATV’s, or horses.  COTA also cannot maintain trails that are used for

commercial purposes. ‘We have found in our dealings with the USES that of the 1000+
~ “volunteer hours we put in each year, a significant amount of our time is spent repairing

damage by commercial users. We do not have the manpower or the desire to continue
rehabilitating trails damaged by increasing commercial use. COTA is currently working
with the USFS to create a program which requires a significant damage deposit and

' commitment to rehabilitate any trail that will be used for a commercial event. The USFS
recognizes that this program will save them a great deal of money and COTA a great deal
of time. We recommend the BLM consider adoptmg a similar program for future event
permitees. -

Thank you véry much for your time and your careful consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

Phil Meglasson, COTA Trail Consultant
(541)382-2426
phildirt@bendcable.com

Eric Meglasson, COTA President
(541)408-7749
emeglasson @bendcable.com
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January 15, 2004

Memorandum

To: ' Deschutes Field Manager, Prineville USDI Bureau of: Land Management Oregon
Attn: Teal Putrington

From: Fleld Supervisor, Bend Field Offige, Bend Oregon ﬂﬂ‘”\"d ﬂ M

Subject: ‘ Comments on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and
B o Env1ronmenta1 Impact Statement [log#: 1-7-04-TA-0127]

The Fish and Wildlife Serv1ce Bend Field Office (Service) has reviewed your draft Upper

Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (UDRMP) dated

October 2003. The UDRMP analyzes the effects of a range of alternatives that address-

significant issues concerning the management of approximately 404,000 acres (Planning Area)

of lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). About 57% of the lands are
. in Deschutes County while about 36% are in Cronk County.

The Service recognizes and appreciates the significant efforts made by the BLM in providing a

~ collaborative citizen involvement approach to develop and analyze the draft UDRMP, The
Service has actively participated as a member of the Deschutes Provincial Advisory Committee,
and the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan Issue Team, to advise the BLM dunng the
planning process. .

The UDRMP examines seven alternatives, including Alternative 1 the No Action/No Change
Alternative. All the action alternatives (Alternatives 2-7) provide for a variety of differing levels
of multiple uses. The six action altematives provide for different resource management
emphasis and include: Alternative 2 — least overall change from current management with an . .

TAKE PRIDEM ;
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emphasis on providing multiple uses in the same areas; Alternative 3 — increases the emphasis
on reducing conflicts between human uses and wildlife habitat management objectives, and
separating recreational uses; Alternative 4 — combines the approaches used in Alternatives 2 and
3, and includes a greater emphasis on providing for recreation opportunities; Alternative 5
focuses on reduced or lower conflict activities and higher quality wildlife habitat within the
urban areas, and more reliance on broad-scale conservation approaches across the planning area;
Alternative 6 — emphasizes the future of effective wildlife habitat outside of the areas most
' likely to be affected by residential and urban devizlopment; and Alternative 7 — combines
various features of the previous alternatives. It places a greater emphasis on primary and
-secondary wildlife habitat emphasis areas in the southeast or “rural” portion of the planning area,
but also allows for increased amounts of year-round motorized use in much of the rural area.
Altematwe 7 is BLM's preferred alternative, and therefore will be the focus of Service
comments. We offer the followmg comments and recommendations to assist the BLMin
completing th1s analysis.

The Service commends the BLM on their approach to developing the UDRMP and analyzing the
complex and significant land management issues-resulting from rapid population growth and
subsequent increasing demands on natural resourzes. We concur with you that ecosystem health :
and diversity, including impacts to habitat and wildlife are key issues to analyze in the UDRMP.

" Of particular concern to the Service are the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to wildlife
and their habitat resulting from implementation of the Preferred Alternative. The Service
appreciates your efforts to assess these-impacts through the use of source habitat, historic range
of variability of vegetation, habitat effectiveness nssessments, wildlife emphasis levels and

. extensive use of GIS analysis and maps However, we have concerns that the variety of-

' proposed activities within management areas will preclude. your ability to achieve your
ecosystem goal to restore and support healthy ecosystems in conjunction with vegetation and .
wildlife habitat needs. For example, as presently proposed the Preferred Alternative allows for
extensive Off Highway Vehicle use within important habitat areas for special status species.

Our comments focus on the following issues: 1) land management implications; 2) habitat
effectiveness model; 3) sage grouse and shrub steppe habitat; 4) transportatxon system planning; -
5)-wildlife emphasis; 6) juniper woodland manag«ment 7) livestock’ grazmg, 8) species | of '
concern; and 9) Oregon Military Department use. :

The effectiveness of habitat (i.e., habitat quahty and quantity) within the Planning Area is the
primary concern for the Service. The Service recognizes that the population of Central Oregon is
projected to double between 1990 and 2010, The-demand for amount and diversity of
. recreational opportunities (e.g., Off Highway Vehicle use) is expected to increase at a similar
rate. During the collaborative planning process lead by the BLM to resolve significant planning
" issues within the planning area, it was gencrally recognized that wildlife habitat within BLM
administered lands continues to be degraded in some areas as a result of adjacent urban
development (e.g., residential development in winter range, increased year round recreational
motorized activities). For these and other reasons, sage grouse, mule deer, and pronghorn have
‘shown marked declines over the last 50 years throughout the planning area. Cumulatively, the
factors presented posea challcngmg dilemma to 1eSOurCe managers. Our ability to restore and



vi/in/04 THU 19:27 FAX ' : ' ido04

support healthy ecosystems in conjunctlon with vegetatlon and wﬂdhfe habitat needs, while .
managing for expected increases in. human population and use levels (Goals, Volume 2, D 42)
will become more difficult over the life of the plan. As a result, the Service recommends that the
BLM fully evaluate current habitat conditions (e.g., habitat fragmentation), wildlife trends, and
cumulative-effects of all activities within the planning area, and develop a focused management
direction necessary to ensure ecosystem viability for the long term.

GENERAL COMMENTS

Land Management fmplications :

The Service supports the designation of primary wildlife emphasis level as an appropriate tool to
identify areas where wildlife is one of the most imnportant management considerations and to
retdin high wildlife use. However, with wildlife disturbance from roads and trails being a key
conicern for wildlife managers, the UDRMP has established a framework of conflicting resource

. managcment objectives between travel managemient designations and areas designated as
primary wildlife emphasis. Conflicting resource management objectives will be difficult to
manage and limit the effectiveness of the plan to- meet elther recreation or wildlife resource
objectives. :

Alternative 7 proposes to reduce or eliminate Off Highway Vehicle (OHV) use in some areas
and construct extensive networks of new and loop trails in other areas. Without successful
~ implementation of the reduction or elimination in OHV use that is called for in some areas, the
I adverse affects will be expanded by creatmg, opening;-or improving OHYV trails in other areas

- Service Recammendatton
The Service recommends that the BLM establish a team that mcludes the Service, Oregon
Deparcment of Fish and Wildlife Service, Crook and Deschutes Counties, and others, to assist
you in evaluating and monitoring the implementation of the use of roads and trails. .Citizen/user
groups should be involved in this monitoring to bring transparency to the decision-making
process. In addition, we would urge that the closures and other regulation changes be
implemented and monitored for successful 1mplementat10n before expanding OHYV facilities/trail
into other areas of pnmary wildlife emphasis.

Habita_t Effectiveness Model

The “Habitat Effectiveness” model was used to evaluate wildlife habitat disturbance and ‘
-fragmentation due to arterial, collector, and right-of-way roads. The habitat effectiveness model
was modified from an elk habitat effectiveness model (Rowland et .al. 2000) and applied as an
index to also measure the percentage of available habitat that is usable by both sage grouse and
" mule deer. The Service recognizes that modeling can be an effective tool in analyzing the effects
of roads and recreation trails on wildlife, and we commend you for undertaking this analysis. .
However, habitat effectiveness was calculated without including local roads and trails. With
 arterial, collector, and right-of-way roads, constituting less than one-half of the total miles of
. roads within the planning area, the modeling does not realistically assess wildlife impacts for
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Alternatives 2-7. Additi ionally, the UDRMP states that user created roads proliferate: an -

estimated 2,000 miles of user created roads or Joval roads that are not maintained or officially

[part of an integrated transportation system occur within the Planning Area. Because many of

these roads are not mapped, we would expect the. model to under estimate habitat effectiveness.

We concur with your gu:tdelmes to “where poss1b1e, maintain large, unfragmented patches of

habrtat (1,000 to 2,000 acres)”, and “target Iow densities of open motonzed travel routes (_ 1.5
- mi/mi%)”. :

Service Recommendatzons
We recommend that the Habitat Effectiveness model be run using all roads (artena] collector,

" right-of-ways) and trails, and that the UDRMP EIS assess the cumulative impacts of these roads
on wildlife and habitat. Mitigation to offset direct, indirect, and cumulatlve adverse affects
resulting from the extensive road network could e accomplished through an assessment of the

. user created and other roads, and closure and obliteration of targeted roads to maintain, protect,.

. and restore habitat quality, and to create suitable w1ld11fe habitat patch size to support wildlife,"

while Stlll allowing access and recreation. .

Sage Grouse and Shrub Steppe Habitat

‘The Service is particularly concerned with potential project impacts to the greater sage grouse
(Centrocercus urophasianus) (sage grouse), a spicies petitioned for listing under the Endangered
Species Act. The Service is currently conducting a'90-day review of the sage grouse petition.
Populations of sage grouse have been declining throughout much of its range since the 1930s,
primarily due to loss, degradation and fragmentation of habitat.” Sage grouse are present within
the UDRMP area. .

The Prineville District began a sage grouse study w1th1n the Deschutes Resource Area in 1988.
This area is located w1thm the Planning Area. Millican Valley is considered to be an important
wintering area for sage grouse, especially during the more severe winters. During the period
from 1988-1993 male sage grouse experienced a significant decline. Overall population
estimates were calculated in 1992 and 1993, with 611 and 514 birds respectively. Current sage
jgrouse numbers on the study area were considered low comparéd to historic numbers in this area
and other parts of Oregon (USDI, 1994). .If BLM has updated information on the status of this -
population, we request that this information be inchided in the EIS for the UDRMP.

" The Service concurs with the draft UDRMP Goals and Management Direction for Ecosystem
Health and Diversity (which includes wildlife and special status species including the sage
grouse) We support your commitment to implément the Greater Sage-Grouse and Sagebrush-
Steppe Ecosystem Guidelines (2000) (Alternativis 2-7), and to ensure that grazing management
will be implemented to meet habitat and other resource objectives. We offer our assistance in
working with you on habitat management and monitoring for special status species to help

' ensure that pro;ects will provide for the long-terrn conservatlon of the sage grouse and other
special status species.
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Activities that can adversely impact sage grouse and their habitat include agricultural
conversion, rangeland conversion, including herbicide and mechanical treatments, off-highway
vehicle use, livestock management including grazing and seeding, juniper encroachment, exotic
spec1es, wﬂdﬁre, prescnbed ﬁre, slructures, inchuding fences, and recreanonal use, All of these

.....

Service Recommendatz‘ons:

5

Igoos

The draft EIS should analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the above mentioned ;

affects to the sage grouse populaﬁon in the Planning Area, and discuss m1t1gat10n to offset
adverse impacts, : -

In ordet to provide an appropnate effects analysis for 1mpacts of roads and trails the habitat _

effectiveness model and the road. 1nﬂuence index (RII) should be run for sage grouse, deer and )

elk for all roads and trails.

Develop asage grouse conservatlon and restoratwn strategy prior to expandmg roads or trails

. within sage grouse yearlong and probable habital areas. .

Develop OHV management strategies for sage grovse use areas to maintain sage grouse habitat
and use by sage grouse.

Establish an 1ndependent review process to evaluate management plan effectiveness in meetmg
the management goals and dJrecnon for sage grouse and their habitat.

Sage Grouse Habitat Fragmentation and Disturbance Analys:s In cooperanon with the
BLM, we performed a habitat fragmentation analysis within yearlong and probable sage grouse
habitat within the planning area including: Horse Ridge, South Millican, North Millican,
Prineville Reservoir, and portions of Millican Plateau management areas. To complete the -
analysis, the BLM provided geographic information system (GIS) layers including: roads and

trails, power line corridors, sage grouse range, Testoration activity, and vegetation, among others.

The assumption of the analysis is that the cumulative effect of roads, motorized trails, and power

lines, degrade sage grouse habitat by altering the use of these habitats by inhibiting movement,
causing displacement, and/or avoidance during breeding activities (February 15 —July 31).

Road densities were calculated within the sage ‘gmuse range of the planning area for both the
entire road/trail network, and for arterial, collectcr, private and right-of-way roads (i.e.,

-excluding local roads: and trails) (Table 1) The data was summarized vsing the road density

categories (< 1.5 mi/mi2, 1.5 — 2.5 mi/mi®, and > 2.5 mi/mi®) developed in the plan.

Tables 2 and 3 summarize road densities by geographic area for all roads and arterial, collector,

private, right-of-way roads, respectively. Figures 1.and 2 pictorially summarize the sage grouse
fragmentation analysis for all roads and arterial, ¢ ollector, private, right-of-way roads,

respectively. Figure 3 provides the geograpmc areas (i.e., recreation management areas) within
the sage grouse analysis area. The entire analysis is prehmmary, and the Service looks forward

to meeting with the BLM to discuss the analysis and review the findings. The Service greatly -
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. appreciates the assistance and guidance provided by the BILM staff in the deve]opment of the

analysis.

Service Recommendations:
General findings and recommendations from the sage grouse habxtat fragmentation and
disturbance analysis:

1) Sage:-grouse habitat is h1ghly fragmented by roads and trails w1th1n the planning area.
When including all roads and trails, only two un—fragmented patches area greater than
2,000 acres, -

2) The identification and conservatxon of un-fragmented patches is-important.

Strategically closing roads and trails to enlarge un-fragmented patches within sage
grouse habitats could be an effective ¢conservation strategy.

3) Sage grouse habitat requirement (e.g., lekking and brood rearing) would be best
served by strategically closing roads and trails adjacent to quality sage grouse habitats
to reduce disturbance from roads and trails and maximize reproductive success.

4) ' The fragmentation of sage grouse habitat from all roads, and the arterial, collector,

- private, right-of-way roads, analysis indicates that the majority of the un-fragmented

" patches within sage grouse habitat are < 250 acres. The Primary Wildlife Emphasis
guidelines targets un-fragmented habitat patches of 1,000 — 2,000 acres. The largest
low road density patches shown in Figures 1 and 2 warrant management attention and
road closures should be strongly considered in these areas.

Based on current road densities and level of fragmentatlon, establish motorized seasonal use
periods as closed from December 1 - July 31 within areas identified as primary wildlife
emphasis for sage grouse.

Revi_ew the road network and slrategically close mads to both increase un-fragmented patches, as
well as, provide for quality sage grouse habitats to reduce disturbance from roads and trails.

Sage Grouse Restoration: The Service supports and encourages the implementation of projects
within “Priority Sage Grouse Restoration Areas” that maintain and restore the sagebrush steppe
plant community, particularly in areas that optimize conservation of the sage grouse.

- Service Recommendations:
- The UDRMP should provide the framework for thie future estabhshment of a sage grouse
" conservation strategy to: 1) prioritize restoration actions; 2) address short and long-term

restoration goals; and 3) develop a monitoring and adaptive management process to ensure sage
grouse objectives are met.

Establish a mechanism in the UDRMP to 1mplemt nt new motorized seasonal use perlods within
areas restored for sage grouse.

The UDRMP EIS should analyze impacta resulting from the multiple uses proposed in'the
alternatives to assess the adequacy of the plans to conserve the sage grouse. Information
regardmg status of sage grousé within the Planning Area and monitoring information on the
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condition of the range would be necessary in ass¢ssing project impacts to this species. We are
concerned that without a thorough analysis of effects to sage grouse, activities under the
UDRMP may further degrade important sage grouse habitat.

Transportation System Planning

The planning area is heavily roaded by all levels of routes, ranging from arterial systems to user
created local roads and OHV trails. Seasonal closures for motorized travel and distance buffers
have typically been the primary techniques to manage these disturbances to wildlife in the
planning area. Winter range, seasonal migration corridors, breeding sites, roosting sites, and
forging habitat are some of the primary habitat components managed to Iumt disturbance from
motorized travel.

In many locations across the planning area, road density currently exceeds 2.5 mi/miZ when
considering only arterial, collector, and nght-of-vvay roads. For example, considering only these
roads, 29% of the yearlong sage grouse habitat area (North Mllhcan South Millican, Horse
Ridge and portions within the Millican Plateau)exceeded 2.5 mi/mi%. When local roads and
trails are included, 58% of the yearlong sage grouse habitat area exceeds 2.5 mi/mi®. These

~ areas are adversely impacted by high road density. Seasonal closures will be necessary across
large areas to effectively manage the disturbance from roads to sage grouse, pronghorn mule
deer, and elk within areas 1dent1fied as pnmary w11d11fe emphams

: Service Recommendatzons . ‘
J - The road density target for the open road network-within primary wildlife emphasis areas 'should
" be maintained at densities < 1.5 mi/mi? in order to benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use.
Current road densities (including only atterial, collector, and nght-of—way roads) exceed 1.5
* mi/mi® in 50 percent of the total area, and exceed 2.5 m1/m1 in 30 percent of the area,
respecuvely - .

Milllcan Road This road dec1sxon was removed from the EIS process by legislative direction.

However the BLM needs to be aware and plan for the changes in use that will develop once the

reconstruction and paving is completed. In addition to truck traffic on the route, recreationists

will likely use the more accessible area for hunting, rock-hounding, hiking, biking, and OHV
‘use. The Millican road will degrade wildlife capabilities of the area.

Service Recommendations:
An analysis of effects of the Millican Road should be included as part of the cumulatlve 1mpaot
assessment in the UDRMP EIS.

Vildlife Emghasns

Wildlife Emphasis Levels: The UDRMP geographically identifies three wildlife emphasis
levels across the planning area, and provides guidelines for each including: 1) Primary wildlife
emphasis (70 percent or greater habitat effectivensss; un-fragmented patches (1,000 — 2,000
‘acrés); and road densities < 1.5 mi/mi®); 2) secondary wildlife emphasis (50 percent or greater
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habitat effectiveness; un-fragmented patches (400 — 800 acres); and road densxtles <25 . '
mi/mi® ); and 3) minor wildlife emphasis (contributes to species occurrence and distribution with
guldehnes tled to minimum legal requlrements) -

Primary Wildlife Emphasis: The deﬁmtmn ‘'of “Primary w1ld11fe emphasis” (Volume 2 p. 37)
states “Areas allocated to primary emphasis are intended to benefit wildlife and retain high
wildlife use by applying one or more of thé following guidelines.” The list of guidelines

includes targets for Habitat Effectiveness, un-fragmented patchés, road densities and a high
priority designation for restoration treatments. Please clarify what is meant by “applying one or

_ more of the followmg guidelines”. We assume it is intended to be “as applicable” to each site.
" However, we are concerned that the language conld be interpreted to mean that areas allocated to

primary wildlife emphasis and are intended to benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use could
be met by applying only one of the guidelines (e.g., “rate as high priority for habitat restoration

‘ treatments”). The fact that the geographic area may be “identified” as high priority for habitat

restoration treatments, should not be misconstrued to mean that pnmary wildlife emphasxs
guidelines have been met for an area,

In Alternative 7, primary wildlife emphasis areas include 100 percent of all sage grouse habitat,
73 percent of the golden eagle nesting and adjacent foraging areas, 75 percent of the elk and deer
winter range, and 46 percent of the pronghorn antelope year-round habitat. The greatest overall -
concentration of wildlife habitat is within the southeast portion of the UDRMP (Horse Ridge,

- South Millican, North Millican, Prineville Reservoir, and portions of the Millican Plateau), The

Service supports the premise provided by Alternative 7, to emphasize primary wildlife
management within areas where there are higirconcentrations of important habitat for multiple
wildlife species. Focusing limited resouices to effectively manage and restore key wildlife
habitat areas will be essential to meet UDRMP objectives for wildlife. However, the Service is
concerned that although Alternative 7 allocates 100 percent of sage grouse habitat (77,601 acres)
as “primary wildlife emphasis,” the majority of the sage grouse habitat is open year round to
motorized use. Prior to including any additional miles of local roads and trails, Habitat :
Effectiveness is a]ready below target level (Table 4-4), as is road density. Due t6 the heavily
roaded planning area, in order to achieve the guidelines developed for primary wildlife emphasis
for sage grouse (i.e., HE = 70), and provide a OHYV trail network, a large amount of arterial,
collector, and all administratively controlled local roads, will need to be closed seasonally as
weI] -as permanently. :

Service Recommendations:

. All appropriate primary wildlife emphasis gu1del1 nes for habitat effectiveness, fragmentation,

road densities, and habitat restoration treatments, should be applied to ensure that future
proposed actions benefit wildlife and retain high wildlife use. Actions that do not benefit
wildlife or retain high wildlife use within primary wildlife emphasis areas should be modified or
discontinued to retain high w11d11fe us¢ within these areas.

Thc habitat effectiveness index of 70 percent shonld be mamtamed as the minimum level
necessary to maintain primary wildlife emphasis. The declining trend of the local sage grouse
populauon, general loss and degradatxon of elk and deer winter range, the high number of user
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created road and trails being developed within Niorth Millican, South Millican, and Horse

Ridge, and the sometimes limited effectiveness of road closures, will require a minimurm Habitat
Effectiveness of 70 percent in order to provide fcr conditions that will ensure a benefit to wildlife
and retain high wildlife use within primary wildlife emphasis areas, -

Motorized seasonal use penods should be implemented for Horse Ridge, and North Mllhcan

. geographic areas to be “closed from December 1" to July 31%.* Without a seasonal closure and
effectively closing all local roads and trails, total road densities will exceed 1.5 mi/mi? in 73
percent of the total area, and exceed 2 5 mi/mi? in 54 percent of the area, respectwely

'G1ven the potential for damaging lands and dlsrurptmg plant and wildlife populatlons, we . :

* recommend establishing a monitoring protocol and adaptive management procedures in order to
track authorized and unauthorized OHV use and ;o0 allow effective and tlmely resource
management changes when necessary.

,[umper Woodland Management :

Invasive Juniper Woodlands: The Serv1ce would like to work w1th you on the j Jumper

~ woodland removal projects. We are particularly interested in the removal of junipers that have
invaded sage grouse habitat that still has the habirat potential to support sage grouse. We
recommend each project have site-specific analysis. We suggest that BLM convene a committee
to assess the restoration potential of each site. The removal of juniper may not result in the
expected repopulation by native plant species that we want reestablished. The response of the
vegetation community to mechanical/fire removal of juniper will depend on the ecological -
resilience of each site.” Results of the restoration ‘o achieve the desired range of condition will
likely be based on a number of factors including the type of fire, management practices after the
fire, presence of existing non-native species (e.g. cheat grass), and soil type. Removal of
junipers will not necessarily resolve the problem and initiate the natural successional process to

. reestablish native plant communities. Issues that may be key to successful restoration must be
addressed on a site specific basis and include: 1)- type of resources still present within the j juniper
 stand; 2) type of impact fire will have on the remaining bunch grass and sage plant spec:es, and
3) potential for an undesirable annual non-natlve grassland monoculture

It is believed that natural fire regimes played a significant role in preventing juniper from

- invading nelghbonng shrub-steppe plant commurities. While natural disturbance regimes
‘remained intact, the presence of juniper was limited to rocky outcrops, low sagebrush
communities, and other areas that had low fire frequencies. Over the last century, however, fire
suppression, land management practices, and climatic shlfts enabled j Jumper populations to
expand. : .
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It is apparent that the semi-arid plant communities found within the UDRMP areacanbe -
negatively impacted by juniper encroachment. C! ompetltlon for light, water, and nutrients can
drive grasses and forbs from invaded sites. As juniper densities increase, even native shrubs can
be displaced. If invaded sites are located on slopes, the loss of understory plant species can
stimulate soil erosion. Once this occurs, it can be very difficult to reestablish native plant

.communities even when j Jumper is removed by cutting or burning methods,

Itis possxble that many of the plant commumﬂcs subjected to _]umpcr invasion within the |
UDRMRP have crossed a threshold, resulting in floral changes that are often'irreversible.
Corresponding invasions of exotic annual grasses further complicate restoration efforts.

Service Recommendatzons

Juniper cutting and burning activities should be closely-evaluated on a s1te-by—s1te bas1s This
would enable the BLM to prioritize mechanical removal and burns on areas likely to respond
favorably to prescribed disturbance, such as target sites still hosting adequate densities of .
understory perennial bunchgrasses. The Eastern Oregon Agricultural Research Center, based

out of Burns, Oregon, has done a considérable amount of research on this issue and would be a

valuable asset in assisting in prioritizing juniper ¢ontrol efforts and presctibing follow-up
treatments to maintain or enhance the ecological integrity of impacted plant communities. As
mentioned above, we recommend that BLM convene a committee to assess the restoration
potential of each site, and the Service would like to participate on that committee.

Old-growth Juniper Woodlands: Treatment objectives for Alternative 7 are based on restoring
historic condition and range of old-growth woodlands/savanna within the planning area.
Treatments include: 1) treat larger acreages to expand current range of old woodlands towards
historic range; 2) thinning young juniper establishing in the interspace between the older trees;
and 3) managing for reestablishing old-growth juniper in areas that they once existed. Field
surveys and historical accounts should be used to estimate pre-settlement structure/composition :
of plant communities. The Service supports the proposed management of old-gromh juniper
within the planning area. :

P

- Livestock Grazing

The Service recognizes that livestock grazing is riot an action being analyzed under the UDRMP.

" Livestock grazing is distributed across the Planning Area. Heavy grazing diminishes food

supply and cover necessary for wildlife conservarion and results in degraded habitats. BLM
Rangeland Health Standards are a key mechanism for evaluating sage grouse habitat conditions.
The Service would like the opportunity to work cooperatively with the BLM when assessments
for rangeland health are being conducted within the range of the sage grouse. -

Species of Concern

Oregon Spotted Frog and Rlpanan Habitat: The Serv1ce is concerned with potential project
impacts to the Oregon Spotted Frog (Rana pretiof;a) (spotted frog), a candidate for listing under
the Endangered Species Act. Spotted frogs are al most entirely aquatic dependent, genera]ly
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- found in or near a perennial water body including shallow water zones with abundant

emergent or floating aquatic vegetation. Populations have been declining throughout most of its
range, primarily due to the filling of shallow wetlands, degradation and fragmentation of habitat
as well as the introduction of exotic predators. It is estimated that spotted frogs have disappeared
from miore than 80 percent of their original range. Activities that can adversely impact spotted
frogs and their habitat include loss and degradation of habitat, exposure to contaminants, and
exotic species introduction. A survey of the Deschutes basin failed to find spotted frogs at
historic sites between Suniiver, Oregon, and the {Columbia River-(Hayes, 1997). Spotted frogs
are present within the La Pine Management Area of the UDRMP (Bowerman and Flowerree,
2000).

The Service appreciates the opportunity to work with you on habitat management for lon thcnn
conservation of the spotted frog in UDRMP waterways.

Service Recommendations:
The EIS should analyze direct, indirect and cumulative effects on npanan and shallow water
zone health, restoration, retention and expansion in regards to livestock management, wildland
and prescribed fire activities, realty transactions, contaminants use, and exotic species
introduction and control as they relate to spottéd frogs and spotted frog habitat. Additional

~ information regarding the current status of the spiptted frog population, maps of known
oviposition sites and habitat condition monitoring data along waterways within the Planning

- Area would be useful in assessing project impacts to this species. '

; . Bald and Golden Eagles: Bald eagles were listedd under the Endangered Species Act as an

: endangered species in the conterminous United States on March 6, 1967." The Pacific Northwest
Management Unit of bald eaglés were subsequently down-listed to threatened status on February
14, 1978. Bald eagles within this management unit have achieved most recovery goals for '
delisting. Within the planning area, bald eagles are generally associated with rivers and
reservoirs, while golden eagles prefer open country. Nesting behaviors for both bald and golden

- eagles typically begin in January, followed by egg laying and incubation from February to

March. Young are reared throughout April, May, and June. Fledging occurs inJuly and August.
Both eagle species are primarily predators but also opportunistic scavengers. Management plans
for bald eagles winter roosts and nest sites have riot been developed by the BLM to assist in the
long-term maintenance (e.g., protection for disturbance) and restoration of these critical habitats.

The Service is especlally concerned about the un- authonzed harassment of a golden eagle nest
site from OHV users, and potentially others, along the Millican Road within the Millican

Plateau. The legislative approved reconstruction and paving of the Millican Road raises
‘additional concerns and management issues on the long term maintenance of this key habitat as a
result of increases in truck trafﬁc and OHV use adjacent to the nest.

Service Recommendations: : .
Develop eagle management plans for the mainfenance (e.g., protectlon from disturbance) and
restoration of these important habitat areas :
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Pygmy Rabbit: As stated in the UDRMP, populations of pygmy rabbit have been declining

thought its range. Within the planning area, pygmy rabbits are most closely associated with
areas supporting tall, dense clumps of Great Basin sagebrush. During most of the year, the

- pysmy rabbit feeds almost exclusively on the leaves of Great Basin sagebiush. However, during
. summer, grass may account for up to 30-40% of the diet. Loss of favorable habitat to

agriculture, over-grazing, and conversion of sagebrush to exotic grasslands presents a threat to
the species. Roads and cleared areas seem to be barriers to dispersal.

Service Recommendauons

We recommend that BLM conduct surveys for pygmy rabblt within sultablc habltat to determine
if an existing population is extant within the Planning Area. Any newly found populatxons

should be protected and monitored.

Pronghorn Antelope: Cumulative effects of the: combined activities on BLM-administered
lands, and actions on other lands in and immediately adjacent to the planning area, are expected
to result in a decline in pronghorn habitat quality and in the numbers of pronghorn in the Bend-
Redmond, Mayfield and Millican Plateau geographic areas. This expected decline would be due
to anticipated high levels of mototized use associated with high densities of roads and trails, and
other impacts resulting in habitat loss, degradatlon and fragmentation. Pronghorn habitat quality
and numbers of pronghorn are expectéd to remain stable in the Badlands, Horse Ridge, North
Millican and South Millican geographic areas. Recent past and current vegetation management
efforts have contributed and likely will continue o contnbute to suxtable pronghorn habitat
conditions in these areas.

Service Recommendation: ‘
The Service is concerned with the low level (46 percent) of pronghorn antelope year round .
habitat that is proposed to be included within primary wildlife emphasis areas. We recommend

* that BLM include a higher level (above 70 percent) of year-round habitat within the primary

wildlife emphasis area. We are available to work: w1th you on this issue,

We also recommend that BLM, in partnership with other State and Federal agencies, develop a
multi-species habitat conservation strategy whick includes; pronghorn antelope, sage grouse,
mule deer, elk and golden eagles within and adjazent to the UDRMP. The strategy should
address habitat quality and quantity, travel corridors, winter range, seasonal use areas, social
conflicts and environmental constraints related to wildlife, and the goals and management
direction outlined in the UDRMP. :

Oregon Military Department, Use

Alternative 7 allows for expansion of military training from the existing 29,744 acres to 50,600
acres (13 percent of the Planning Area). The UDRMP states that “Alternative 7 also promotes

- the restoration of the area by making additional lands available for permanent and temporary

use”. Pledse clarify what is meant by this sentence. It is our understanding that the general -
logic is that spreading the impact across a larger area would reduce the concentration of the’
impact on a single area. Three rotational training areas would be designated and available for
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training for an estimated three years per area (totaling 20,054 acres). Appendix A of the

UDRMRP states that the rotational training areas would be selected from BLM lands that have
been previously disturbed, are overused and in need of restoration. The Service is concemed that
the Preferred Alternative will increase the impact. of military training on wildlife and their habitat

. across a significantly larger area. There is not sufficient information to determine whether the .
three year rotatienal scheme will allow the vegetation and damage to soils sufficient time to
recover. The UDRMP states that the military could provide funding to help restore areas that are
“heavily impacted by recreational activity”, to restore soil conditions, juniper removal, road
rehabilitation, assist BLM in deterring vandalism, and clean up of dumping across a broader
-area. We are unable to determine the effectiveness of this proposed mitigation to utilize military

. funds and partnership to restore and revegatate areas duc to the lack of information in the
UDRMP as to what this proposal consists of.

Service Recommendation:
We recommend that the EIS include: 1) a complete analys1s of the direct, 1nd1rect and .
cumulative impacts associated with the rmhtary activities including long term affects of tracked
vehicles and other training activities on soils, vegetation, and wildlife, including impacts to
pronghorn antelope winter range; 2) a description: and assessment of the success of the mitigation
restoration that has been completed by the military on the existing training facility; and 3) .
specific mitigation measures proposed to offset impacts, including the projected acreage of
restoration that is anticipated will be implemented on a year]y basis. This information should .
include generalized restoration plans including: a) plant species to be used, and from wher¢ the
genetic stock is derived; b) patch size and density of planting consistent with the vegetation

- - community to be restored: c) planting methodolagy including time of year; d) control of exotic
vegetation; and d) monitoring and reporung We recommend that locally collected natlve seed

“be used in the revegetatlon efforts.

' We recommend that the BLM i 1mpose restrictions on the use of areas that are heavily impacted
by recreational activity or dumping, rathefthan rd'lymg on the military to mitigate those impacts.

We appreciate the opportunity to cominent on the UDRMP. The Service supports the BLM’s -
efforts to provide a comprehensive framework for managing the BLM-administered public lands.
We would like to work with BLM to further protect and enhance fish and wildlife species and

. their habitat in Central Oregon. If we can be of any assistance, or if you have any questions
regarding these comments, please contact me or Jerry Cordova at (541) 383-7146.

Attachments

cc: Brian Ferry, ODFW, Prineville, OR
Glen Ardt, ODFW, Bend, OR



01/15/04 THU 19:37 FAX , . : o [go15

S 14
References

Bowerman, J and L, Flowerree. Apnl 2000. A survey of the Oregon spotted frog in the area
between Sunriver and La Pine, Oregon. Prepared for the U.S. Fish and Wildlife, Oregon

' , Department of Fish and Wildlife, and Sunriver Owners Association.

Hayes, M.P. 1997. Status of the Oregon spotted frog {Rana pretiosa sensu stncto) in the
Deschutes Basin and selected other systems in Oregon and northeastern California with a range
wide synopsis of the species’ status. Final report prepared for the Nature Conservancy under
contract to the US Fish and Wildlife Serv1ce 26000 SE 98 Avenue Suite 100, Portland Oregon,
97266. 57 pp. +appendxces

Rowland MM., M.IL W1sdom, B.K. Johnson, and J.G. Kie. 2000. Elk distribution and modehng
in relation to roads. Journal of Wlldhfe Management 64(3) 672-684 '

- U.S. Department of the Intenor 1994 Sage grouse in the hlgh desert of Central Oregon: Results
of a Study, 1988-1993. ‘ :

-+

I



01/15/04 THD 18:38- FAX

TABLE 1
Sage Grouse.HaBitat excluding Private Lands =
o o : Acreage
Yearlong ' 46395,
Probable 72072
Total Acres - 118467
Road Denslty Acres of
Sage Grouse Habitat excluding Private Lands
Using ALL ROADS ANALYSIS
Road Density Category - : Acreage
0 - 1.5 mi/mi2 36310
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi 20887
>25 mi/mi2 . 61171
" Road Density Acres of

y Sage Grouse Habltat excluding Private Lands

Percentage of

Total Habitat Acreage
39%
61%

Percentage of

Total Habitat Acreage
31% '
18%
52%

Using ARTERIAL, COLLECTOR, PRIVATE, AND PRIW\TE ACCESS ROADS ANALYSIS

Road Density Category — Acreage
0-1.5mimi - . 72002
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi? 23087
> 2.5 mi/mi2 - . 22478
Sage Grouse Habitat (Both Yearlong and Probable)
Listed by Recreation Management Area
NAME _ ~ Acreage ,
Badlands WSA - 13563
Horse Ridge ‘ ' 22813
Millican Plateau ’ - 7045 -
North Milican ‘ o : 47853
Prineville Researvoir ) 21272
Research Natural Area ' - . . 608
South Millican . ' ~ 17607

Total . ’ . o . 118552

Percentage of

Total Habltat Acreage
61%

20%

19%

1%
19%
6%
40%
18%
1%
15%

do1e
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TABLE 2

728

106

512

6009

4574

12200

© 3578

996
2463

13909

9034
24907

9973
4266

. 7026

106
124

379

2007

Percentage of

Total Habitat Acreage

1%
0%
0%

5%
4%

10%

3%
1%

2% -

12%
8%
21%

‘8%
4%

0%
0%
0%

. 2%
2%

Road Density of Sage Grouse Habitat (Both Yearlong and Probable)
Using ALL ROADS ANALYSIS
Listed by Recreation Management Area
NAME ' -Road Dansity Category Aoreage
Badlands WSA 0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi?
> 2.5 mi/mi2
Horse Ridge 0 -1.5 mimie
1.5 - 2.5 mi/miz
> 2.5 mimij2
Millican Plateau 0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
h 1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
> 2.5 mi/mi2
North Millican 0-1.5 m/mie
1.5 - 2,5 mi/mi2
>2.5 mi/mi2
Prineville Reservoir 0- 1.5 mifmiz
1.5 - 2.5 mi/miz
. >25mimiz
Research Natural Area ' 0-1.5mimi2
Co 1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
> 2.5 mi/mi2
South Millican - 0-15mimk
‘ 1.5 - 2.6 mi/mi2

> 2.5 mifmi2

1887

13684 -

- 8%

12%

Iga17



TABLE 3

Road Density of Sage Grouse Habltat (Both Yedrlong and Probable)
Using ARTERIAL, COLLECTOR, PRIVATE, AND PRIVATE ACCESS ROADS ANALYSIS
Listed by Recreation Management Avea.

, NAME

Badlands WSA
Horse Ridge
Millican Plateau

North Milllean

Prineville Reservoir

Research Natural Area

South Millican

. Road Density Category Acreage

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
1.6 - 2.5 mi/mi2

>25mWﬁ‘

0-1.5mimiz
1.5 ~ 2.5 mi/mi2

> 2.5 mi/mi?

0- 1.5 mimi
1.5- 2.5 mi/miz -

" > 2.5 mimi2

0 - 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 - 2.5 mi/mi2
> 2.5 mifmi?

0.- 1.5 mi/mi2
1.5 -2.5 mi/mir
> 2.5 mi/mi2

0-1.5 mi/miz
1.5 - 2.5 mifmp?
> 2.5 mifmiR

0 - 1.5 mimi2
1.5 - 2.5 mifmi?

> 2.5 mi/mi2

- Percehtage of

728

207
416

11416

. 5458
. 5910

4390
1184
1465

26477 -

11966

.- 9406

17665

2074

1527
522
56
30

10803

- 3041,

3724

Total Habitat Acreage
1%

. 0%
0%

10%
5%
5%

4%
1%
1%

22%
10%
8%

15%
- 2%
1%

0%
0%
0%

9%
3%
3%

tdEINg.S
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‘Wildlife Management Institute

20325 Sturgoan Road « Band, Oragan 87701
Phone {541) 3309045 ¥ FAX.(641) 362-9372
E-mail - wmibd@aal.com

- ROBERT P, DAVISON

Fistd Regresontative _ ' .
FOLLIN D. SPARROWE o HECE[VED
RICHARD E. McCARE . . )
VieePrseiduat | : _ JAN 1 b 2004
: January 15, 2004 BLMPRINEVELE
DISTRICT

Burcau of Land Management
3050 NE Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754

Attention; Teal Purrington
To Whom It May Concern.

1 am writing to submit the comxents of the Wildlife Management Institute (WMI) on the
Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement
} " (Plan). WMI, founded in 1911, is a private, nonprofit, scientific and educational organization
staffed by experienced natural resource professmnals dedicated to improving the
management of wildlife and W11d11fc habitat in North America,

WMI commeuds the Prineville D1stnct staff for their extensive and lengthy collaborative
efforts with a diverse axray of interests and government agencies in development of the draft
Plan. In our view the process used to develop the draft Flan was a fair and open one that
allowed those involved to leam from others and understand their perspectwcs This modcl
effort helped 1o result in a high quality product

The range of alternaﬁves presented in the draft Plan adequately addresses the issues in the
planning-area. Of these alternatives, WMI believes that the Preferted Alterpative
(Alternative 7) presents the best vision for future management of BLM lands in central
Otregon and represents the best balance of land uses. Key components of this vision for WM
are an emphasis ot management of vegetation and wildlife source habitats to restore an
historic range of variability and the high proportion of lands managed for 270 percent habitat
efféctiveness. In many respects, the management choices represented in Alternative 3 would
be most beneficial to wildlife and wildlife habitat. Fowcver, in our view, Alternative 7
achieves most of those benefits in & manner that better balances multiple uses of the Jand.
.We are particularly pleased that common to all alternatives in the draft Plan is a commitment
to implement the Greater Sage Grouse and Sagebrush Steppe Ecosystems Managcmen’r
Guidelines (BLM IB No. OR-2000-334)
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Other than testoration of sage stoppe habitats, the main issue facing sage grouse and
pronghorn in the planning areas is the negative impacts of motorized travel. For deer and

elk, the most important issue is to address the negative impacts of motorized travel during the
winter. The southeast portion of the planning avea provides the only habitat within the
planning area for sage grouse and provides some of the most important habitats for elk, deer
and pronghom. Because this area also is among the most popular for motorized recreation,
the potential for adverse effeots to wildlife is greatest in this portion of the planning area,

The approach taken in Alternative 7 to implement a road and trail system in Noxth Millican
that reduces road and trail density to no greater than 1.5 miles per square mile and, equally
importantly, emphasizes retention of large, unfragmented blocks (preferably 2000 acres or
greater) of habitat throughout the area is essential to achieving the wildlife goals of the Plan,
In the intetim while this road and trail system is developed and other existing roads and trails
are closed and rehabilitated, we support Alternative 7's retention of existing seasonal closures
(December 1 through April 30). Further, we suggest a cautious adaptive management
approach to shifting from seasonal closures to limits on motorized road and trail density in
North Millican. The initial transition from seasonal closures should limit road and trail
density to less than 1 mile per square mile and should be accompanied by carefully designed

~ and implemented monitoring. In South Millican, it is key to the Plan to retain the existing

seasonal closure (closed to motorized use from December 1 through July 31).

A key issue that WMI believes is not addressed adequately by Alternative 7 or any of the
other alternatives is an overarching issue that is integral to all issues: “How will the extent of
Plan implementation and its effectiveness in resolving identified issues be determined?”
Monitoring and documenting the BLM's progress toward full implementation of the draft
Plan must be addressed far more thoroughly. Such monitoring should provide information
on whether actions called for in Plan decisions actually have been implemented,

Of equal or greater importance is monitoring designed to provide information on the
effectiveness of actions when implementing Plan decisions. Effectiveness monitoring
methods and standards should be structured to respond to the issues and concerns expressed
by the public. It should, for instance, respond to the question of “whether the land use plan
decisions and NEPA analysis are still valid” and whether “the allocations, ¢onstraints, or
mitigation measures |are| effective in achieving objectives.” '

Effectiveness monitoring and evaluation should be e‘xplvicitly integrated with Plan actions and .
accompanied by a commitment to establish thresholds for various resource parameters that
have been identified as triggers or indicators that a new decision is required. These triggers

-should be derived from the desired future conditions set forth in the Plan. We recommend

that this process, which provides an objective, science-based means of determining whether a
new pl_an decision is.required, should be used in any alternative selected for the final Plan.
This kind of sequential reappraisal of land use decisions is necessary to make the planning

process a credible protection mechanism for the public’s broad interest in the affected
resources. :

P2
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We believe all monitoring upon which decisions are based should be a rigorous process
designed to meet site-specific needs. This process should include obtaining accurate and
current data; construction of hypotheses related to implementation and effectiveness of
aspects of the Plan; design of monitoring protocols to provide information relative to testing
these hypotheses; and adaptive management protocols in response to monitoring and
hypothesis test results. In short, management under the Plan should be conducted as an
experiment so that ten years from now we will have learned as much as possible about the
effects of our land management activities. We encourage the BLM to secure funding to
improve on this important aspect of planning and Plan implementation. We also recommend
that the Plan have an annual monitoring plan.

Thank you for a job well done and for your consideration of our comments ot issues to be

addressed in the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Envitonmental
Impact Statement. Please ensure that we receive a copy of the final Plan/EIS.

, : : Sincerely,

— Robert P. Davison, PiD,
-Northwest Field Representative
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To:  Teal Purrington & Robert Towne RECElVED ) 1/115/04

From; Paul Hatcher
53656 Huntington Rd . JAN 15 2004
La Pine, OR 97739-9650 - BLMPRINEVILLE
& DISTRICT
160886 Park Dr :

La Pine, OR 97739-9679
Subject: Comments to the Upper DeschUtes Resource Management Plan & EIS
I would recbmmend the following changes:

Map 13 & 14 (T21S & T22S by R10E & R11E) should change from either a “Limited to
Designated Roads Only Year Around” and “Limited to Designated Roads and Trails
Year Around" to Limited to Designated Roads Seasonally and Closed from December
1% to April 30". Either altemative is fine with these modifications. -

Map 20 or 21 are great, which ever Alternative is chosen for the greater La Pine area.
Map 29 & 30 are great as-is for the greater La Pine area.’ |

Comments for Map 31 through 34 are dependent on WhICh alternative is chosen for the
} - _greater LaPine area: - :

Map 31: | have no comment other than Alternative 2's Zone 2 & 3 designation are a
good planning. -

Map 32: Alternative 3 is okay. Please do not expand the Commumty Expansion south of
the existing Urban Growth Boundaries of La Pine. There is a nice boundary that is
appealing to the eye and for the wildlife transition area.

Alternative 4, | disagree with. Eliminate zone 2 and replace it with zone 1. Zone 3 and
the Community Expansion | think are good.

Map 33: Alternative 5 & 6 are not conducive to the growth and well being of the
community of La Pine or the wrldllfe | feel.

Map 34: | think is the best choice with a small change. Reclassify the parcels west of
the current Urban Growth Boundary (T22S & R10E) from a zone 1 to either a zone 3 or
- community expansion. .

Map 37 &/or 38: | am not sure how to put this other than, property north of Burgess
Road (Wickiup Junction) and east of the Little Deschutes River to Hwy 97 shouid be
CAFD on BLM property (T21S & R10E & R11E). There are homes located near or
adjacent to' BLM property that have been in harms way during target practice and during
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hunting season. The line of sight is impossible to see past a few hundred yards. |

personally have cattle on my ranch and | move them out of harms way.

| ended up with a dead buck on my property and when the State Trooper was called |

was informed that it could be very difficult to catch poachers in this area. It is also hard
- to determine if poaching is oocurring when it is difficult to determine if it is only target

practice.

Per Alternative 7 you might want to consider maybe “Preferred Alternatlve Closed to

Firearm Discharge unless Legally Hunting” on BLM.

The reason for the last statement is shooting of a shotgun for the taking of quail, -

squirrel, etc. would not cause harm as would bow huntlng would not cause harm to

personal property either.

| definitely do not want to limit people, including myself, the nght to shoot those

Gophers and moles on their property.

Help of any kind would be appreciated. Call anytime for clarification.
Thanks for the opportunity,

Paul Hatcher. '
(541)536-2891
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Crook County

300 N.E. 3rd Streef * Prineville, Oregon 97754
Phone (541) 447-6555 « FAX (541) 416-3891

Jaguary 15, éOO4 . RECE\VED

U.S. Bureau of Land Management £ 9004
Prineville District Office CJAN 1D t
ATTN: Teal Purtington - wpa\NEVl\lf-
3050 NE Third St. : DISTRICT

Ptineville, OR 97754

Dear Ms. Purrington,

The Crook County Natural Resoutces Plamning Committee—-a broadly representative group of
agency personnel, business, community, agricultural interests, timber and
environment/conservation interests appoitted by and serving at the pleasure of the Crook County
Court—has prepared the attached comments regarding the BLM Upper Deschutes Basin
Resource Management Plan. By consensus, the group bas adopted these comments. It is my
pleasure to forward these additional comments to you to supplement the comments previously
filed by Crook County. -

Sincerely, | B | .

Scott R. Cooper
Crook County Judge

Ce:  Crook County Commissioners
Ms. Lynn Anglund, Crook County Natural Resources Planning Comtmittee
Mr. Mike Lunn, Crook County Natural Resources Planning Cotnmittee
Baron Bail, Robert Towne, Molly Chaudet, Prineville District BLM

. Scott R, Cooper, Judge * Mike McCabe, County Conumissioner ¢ Mike J. Mohan, County Commissioner
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- CROOK COUNTY, OREGON
NATURAL RESOURCES PLANNING COMMITTEE

Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

January 15, 2004
‘Background The Crook County Namral Resources Planding Committee (CCNRPC)
was established by County Order 2002-72 on September 4, 2002. Its 25 members
represent a diverse cross-section of the citizens of Crook County Membership inctudes
foresters, silviculturists, wildlife and fisheries biologists, agriculture scientists, range
sonservationists, large and small business people, farmers and ranchers,
environunentalists and ciﬁzens-at-large. A key purpose is the cooperaﬁon and
collaboration with federal agencies in order to further considerations.of important issues
of Crook County Customs, Culture and Economy. Our comments are provided in that
spirit.

- Public Partimpatmn - We commend the BLM for the extensive efforts they have made

10 involve citizens through its various Issue Teatns, RAC’s, etc. ‘This has clearly been

* beyond the normal approach, and beyond the minitnal requirements of law and

regulation. In some respects, the public involvement early on was found by participants
to be cumbersome and oomplicated, at least through the development of Issues. One
suggestion we would offer is to work closely with Dr. Laura Van Riper, of the National
Riparian Service Team, on 2 gystem of follow-up interviews from those who closely
participated and others. Tt will be impartant-to document “lessons Jearned” and waysto
continue the strong efforts at mvolvmg the public while also reducing some of the more
burdensome and titne consuming parts of the process. This information should be shared
with the Ochoco NF, which is soon to begin its own LMP Amendment processes.

Range — Given the Jmportance of livestock operations in Crook County, we have specific
concerns with some of the proposals, This month, proposed regulations were released for
administration of grazing permits, and while they will not be final for several months, the
UDRMP FEIS is even futther out into the future. Our assumption is that development of
those regulations will be closely followed during the continuing work on the FEIS to

insure the FEIS and regulations are compatible.

The maruix in the DEIS that includes the range health analysis, grazing demand, and
conflict with other use information seems to have been a good analysis tool for this
planning effort, but should not automatically be considered adequate where different
conditions of resources and grazing activities occur. In UDRMP ares, there are many
small allottents that might lend themselves to voluntary closure. In areas dominated by
larger allotments, such as contiguous resource areas, voluntary closures would be the
exception. We also note that closures may be affected by the changing regulations.

9
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We question whether mandatory or voluntary closures are in keeping with the proposed
regulations, and the10th Circuit Court of Appeals decision in Public Lands Council v.

- Babbitt, 929 F.Supp. The mandatory closures due to conflicts with other uses should be

carefully considered, and all attempts made to provide for the forage needs of the
dependent operators. Tt seems clear under curtent direction that suitable grazing land
should be offered according to priority to qualified applicants. Uses such as “reserve
forage allotments” will not be permitted under the revised regulations. For some areas,
such as near La Pine, there is little or no derand for grazing areas due to lack of water
and marginal economic conditions associated with grazing. While we understand some
environmental groups seek to buy permits to retire them, this is specifically prohibited
under the proposed regulations in keeping with Public Lands Council v, Babbitt, op cit.

OHY —-We believe that recreational use of OHV is a growing and legitimate use of

many, but certainly not all areas of our public lands. In general, we support the direction
contained in alternative 7, which attempted to work out resource conflicts with OHV uses
by separating uses and designating motorized trail systems and specific areas where OHV
recreation can occur. At the same time, we find that OHV use potentially can be one of
the most destructive uses of public lands if it is not carefully controlled and managed.
Unfortunately, many of the commercial advertisements for OHV’s are irresponsible,

~ depicting SUV’s, 4-wheelers and other vehicles traversing streams, wetlands, mountain

terrain and other sensitive environments simply asa cha.llengmg actmty and ignoring
the potential effects on plants and animals. This carries over to many in the user
commuunity. :

We recognize that many riders/drivers are responsible, and avoid sensitive areas and
follow the rules. We also know that many-of the orgagized groups and associations-
promote responsible behavior, and work with the agencies to provide enjoyable outdoor
experience and protect the environment. And we also believe that OHV use is an activity
that has grown rapidly in the past few years, and is largely uncontrolled across the public
lands and National Forests in central Oregon. Given the dual potential for a) providing
some outstanding recreational activities and b) damaging lands and disrupting
populations of plants and animals, a most important focus-of this plan needs to be on
clear management direction and well-implemented and enforceable managemetit tools. -

We have little reasott to believe the BLM has the financial or staffing ability to
implement the major changes envisioned by Alternative 7. It calls for reducing or
eliminating use in some areas and constructing extensive networks of new and loop trails
in other areas. On its face, this sounds good, but what assurances exist that the trail and

‘area closures can be enforoed ot regulated? The DEIS contains no clear mopitoring plan

describing how it will be determined how well natural resource and OHV objectlves are
being me, or what happens if they are not achieved. Without the reduction in use that is
called for in some areas, the problems will simply be expanded by opening or improving
other areas, which has been the history of the Millican OHV area. We recommend that 2
Cooperaﬁve Agreement, with funding by BLM, be developed with the Crook County
Sheriff to fund additional patrols, including OHV patrals in key areas 1o increase
enforcement. This is particularly needed to reduce violations of State law, such as
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littering, vehicle operation and registration, and wildlife harassment (this has been -
reported to ODFW/OSP/BLM).

Further, we would urge that the closures and ofher regulation changes be implemented
and monitored before extensive investment in new development. Citizen/user groups
should be involved in monitoring to bnng u'ansparency to the decision-making process.

Last, we noted that the definition of “non-motorized recreaiton emphasis” on pagc 33is
poorly wotded and not understandable.

Secial and Econonnc — The DEIS is deficient in identifying the costs and benefits of the
various alternatives as they apply to Crook County, While there is some information
about the different socio/economic conditions applicable to Deschutes County and Crook
County, there seems to be little explanation about how those Cousnties are affected by the
separate alternatives. Crook County has shown recent growth along with our neighbors,
but our values remain lasgely rural and agrarian. Protection of open spaces, local

~ businesses, and family are important, and separate us from our rapidly growing

neighbors. We will never have the kinds of recreation developments as those year-round
large scale opportunities near Bend, such ag ski areas and other winter sports
developments, mountaineering, etc. Prineville Reservoir is our major destination
recreation area, and we have supported certain continued development in that area, But
by and large, the citizens of Crook County and other users tend towards more
undeveloped uses including fishing, huntmg, and firewood gathering, hiking, dnvmg for
pleasure and OHV use.

Unemployment in Crook Coimty is among the highest in the State, and it would be
-helpful to show how the various alternatives conmbute to the creation of jobs,
paruwlarly in the contracting area,

Management of Imvasive Junipers — We support the Juniper control work proposed in

Alternative 7, but prefer to see management ofold»growm jumper on the basis of stands |

and not individual trees. For example, in treating invasive juniper to restore suitable
habitat for sage grotise, we recommend removal of all trees in the treated area to reduce-
perch trees for predatory birds. Leaving trees of “old-growth form” in those areas
reduces the effectiveness of the restored habitat.

There are many areas where treatment of juniper for restoration, Srewood harvest, or any
other purpose will be economically and/or physically impractical. Thase are largely the
isolated patches or rim rock type habitats where older juniper frequently occurs, and
management for old stands is logical in those areas. Given the extensive acreages of
invasive juniper in Crook County, priority areas chosen for restoration should be treated
to minimize juniper stems of all sizes and age classes.

Millican Road — While this road decision was removed from the EIS process by
legislative direction, the BLM needs to be awate and plan for the changes in use that will
develop once the reconstruction and paving is completed. Granted, there will be
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extensive truck traffic on the route, but increasing numbers of recreationists of all kind
will likely use the more easily accessible area for hunting, rock-hounding, hiking, biking,
OHV, etc. This could increase conflicts with winteririg game populations and special
species such as sage grouse. Impacts and changing management conditions from this
improved transportation facility does not seem adequately considered in the DEIS.

Firearm Use — We support the EIS direction to reduce indiscriminate shooting in areas

‘close to population development. Another step that might be taken would be the creation

of'a local riﬂe/shotgmn range close to Prineville through special use permit or
concessionaire. The Redmond Gun Club is relatively close and available, but having a

local range might reduce some of the dispersed plinking, and increase safety of public
lands users.

Garbage Dumping ~ Dumping of garbage is a perennial problem on public lands, and
part of our concern about inadequate levels of funding and staffing for enforcement.
Several considerations should be made to reduce this abuse. Cooperative funding for the
Crook County Sheriff to increase patrol density would help, since garbage dumping is a

~ violation of both federal and state laws. The County has indicated a willingness to set up

a “free dump” day at the County landfill in conjunction with organized clean-up efforts

- for the public lands. There is opportunity to use inmates from the local youth

cotrectional facility for clean-up under agreement with the BLM to extend the clean-up
efforts. Educational efforts to make people aware of the extent of dumping should be
undertaken. Partnerships with local compamies should be undertaken to remove larger
metal dumps, such as refrigerators, old cars, ete. Once cleaned, efforts should be made to
restrict access to the more heavily abused areas. In some cases such as the Crooked

. River corridor, volunteer groups could pick up and consclidate trash to be removed by

helicopters during fire crew training. We recommend increased emphasis and direction
for pratecting our public lands from this obnoxious type of viclation.

Transportation System Planning — The planning area is heavily roaded by all levels of
routes, ranging from collector systems to user created “ways.” This extensive road
system reduces the effectiveness of wildlife management attempts, and we encourage the
BLM to consider seasonal and area closures and other techuigues to reduce the conflicts
with wildlife. Achieving the desired habitat effectiveness of 70% on many key areas will
be difficult or impossible without further access restrictions. .

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Upper Deschutes Resource
Managergent Plan DEIS. Our committee remains very interested in the outcomes of this
plan and potential effects on customs, culture and economy of cur County. We hope to
be further involved as the work proceeds toward a final EIS and decision, and would

~ offer to help convene and/or work directly with other affected interests in considering

responses to substantive comments and resolving issues.

6
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| TERETRT T Teal To upper_deschutes_rmp@or,blim.gov
; Purnngton/PRFO/OR/BLM/DO -
| cc
~ 01/15/2004 12:46 PM - bce
Subject Fw: Oregon Military Department Response and Comment on

‘the UDRMP-EIS

—— Forwarded by Teal Purriﬁgton/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI on 01/15/2004 12:45 PM ——

<William.McC_)affrey@or To: upper_deschutes_RMP@or.blm.gov
.ngb.army.mil> cc: Teal_Purrington@or.bim.gov, Mike_Williams@or.blm.gov,
01/1 5/2004 11 97 AM . MarCi_TOdd@Or.blm.gOV, Mike.Caldwell@millState.OI‘.US,

David.Ferre@or.ngb.army.mil, Gerald.Elliott@or.ngb,army.mil,
l.clark@odf.state.or.us, Scott.Haynes@or.ngb.army.mil,
David.Duncan@or.ngb.army.mil, James.Rejzek@or.ngb.army.mil

Subject: Oregon Military Department Response and Comment on the
UDRMP-EIS N

Teal,

Attached are two documents containing the Cregon Military Department's
response during the public comment period to the BLM's Upper Deschutes
Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (UDRMP-EIS).
The first document is the cover letter, which has been signed by the Acting
Adjutant General, and the second document containing a detailed list of
regponse comments. The original hard copy with signature is being mailed
and postmarked this day. Copies of this response are being provide to Mr.
- Jim Brown and Mr. Lance Clark of the Oregon State Governor's Office.

Please contact me should you have any questions regarding this information.

<<04-01-14 OMD Comments on BLM DRAFT UDRMP- EIS doc>> <<04-01-14 OMD
Comments on 'BLM DRAFT UDRMP EIS.doc>>

"Justitia et fortitudo invincibilia sunt.®

/s/ Bill McCaffrey

William F. McCaffrey

Geomorphologist

AGI-Environmental Office

JFHQ - ORNG - US Department of the Army
503-584-3545

DSN: 355-3545

04:01-14 OMD Comments on BLM DRAFT UDRMP-EIS.doc 04-01-14 OMD Comments an BLM DRAFT LUDRMP-EIS.doc



| NOTYT IR Tegl To upper_deschutes_rmp@or.bim.gov

e

@*" Purrington/PRFO/OR/BLM/DO
: : § | cc

- 01/15/2004 12:46 PM bee -
' Fw: Oregon Military Department Response and Comment on

Subject 4 UDRMP- EIS
#2 S
—- Forwarded by Teal Purrington/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI on 01/15/2004 12:46 PM -
<William.McQaffrey@or To: upper_deschutes_ RMP@or.blm.gov _
.ngb.army.mil> cc: Teal_Purrington@or.blm.gov, Mike_Williams@or.bim.gov,
01/15/2004 11:50 AM Marci_Todd@or.bim.gov, Mike.Caldwell@mil.state.or.us,

David.Ferre@or.ngb.army.mil, Gerald.Elliott@or.ngb.army.mil,
l.clark@odf.state.or.us, Scott.Haynes@or.ngb.army.mil,
David.Duncan@or.ngb.army.mil, James.Rejzek@or.ngb.army.mil,
heather@networld.com, Daniel.E.Persson@mil state.or.us,
Donald.Bond@or.ngb.army.mil, Mark.Rathburn@or.ngb.army.mit

Subject: RE: Oregon Military Department Response and Comment on the
UDRMP- EIS -

Teal,

My errcr, attached is a copy of OMD's cover letter.
<<04-01-15 OMD Response Letter to BLM.doc>»>

"Justitia et fortitudo invincibilia sunt.™ - e

/s8/ Bill McCaffrey
William F. McCaffrey
Geomorphologist
AGI-Environmental Office
. JFHQ - ORNG - US Department of the Army
503-584-3545
DSN: 355-3545

v

-----Original Message-----

> From: " McCaffrey, William F OR-ARNG

> Sent: ‘ Thursday, 15 January, 2004 11:27

> To: 'Upper Degchutes RMP!

> Cc: 'Ms. Teal Purrington, BLM'; 'Mr. Mike Williams, BILM'; 'Ms. Marci
> Todd, BLM'; Caldwell, Mike; Ferre, David OR-ARNG; Elliott, Gerald E

> OR-ARNG; 'Mr. Lance Clack, ODF'; Haynes, Scott B OR-ARNG; Duncan, David J
> OR-ARNG; Rejzek, James OR-ARNG

> Subject: Oregon Military Department Response and Comment on the

> UDRMP-EIS

g .

> Teal,

> .

> Attached are two documents containing the Oregon Military Department's

> response during the public comment period to the BLM's Upper Deschutes

> Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (UDRMP-EIS).

> The first document is the cover letter, which has been signed by the

> Acting Adjutant General, and the second document containing a detailed

> list of response comments. The original hard copy with signature is being
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mailed and postmarked this day. Copies of this response are being provide
to Mr. Jim Brown and Mr. Lance Clark of the Oregon State Governor's
Office. ' .

Please contact me should you have any questlons regarding this
information.

<< File: 04- 01 14 OMD Comments on BLM DRAFT UDRMP-EIS. doc >> << File:
04-01-14 OMD Comments on BLM DRAFT UDRMP-EIS.doc >>

"Justitia et fortitudo invincibilia sunt.®

/8/ Bill McCaffrey
William F. McCaffrey

" Geomorphologist

AGI-Environmental Office

JFHQ - ORNG - US Department of the Army
503~-584-3545

DSN: 355-3545

i,

=)

04-01-15 OMD Response Letter to BLM.doc
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OREGON MILITARY DEPARTMENT
HEADQUARTERS, OREGON NATIONAL GUARD
OFFICE OF THE ADJUTANT GENERAL
1776 MILITIA WAY
P.0. BOX 14350
SALEM, OREGON 97309-5047

January 15, 2004

Ms. Teal Purrington

Bureau of Land Management
3050 NE Third Street
Prineville, Oregon 97745

Dear Ms. Purrington:

In response to the public comment period for the Bureau of Land Management’s Draft Upper
Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement (UDRMP-EIS), and as a
cooperating agency, the Oregon Military Department presents the following general comments and the
attached detailed list of review comments on the Draft UDRMP-EIS. The Oregon Military Department
provides its reserved endorsement of the UDRMP-EIS and specifically a reserved endorsement of the
BLM'’s preferred alternative, Alternative 7. The Oregon Military Department has reservations concerning
the UDRMP-EIS and the alternatives based on what this Department mterprets as weaknesses and
inconsistencies w1th1n the UDRMP-EIS.

] -

The goal of tfle Oregon Military Department is to obtain a long-term land use agreement with the
Bureau of Land Management for the cooperative use of the Biak Training Center in central Oregon. The
Oregon Military Department requires a maneuver training area within the State of Oregon to train
mechanized, mounted and dismounted National Guard units to support their State and Federal missions.
Currently the Oregon Military Department has no other comparable training site to the Biak Training
Center in Oregon. Comparable out of staté maneuver training areas are cost prohibitive and movement

' times to and from such out of state locations result in the loss of effective training time and will increase
maintenance costs on vehicles and other equipment, resulting in an overall decrease in the effective
readiness of Oregon National Guard units to fulfill their mission requirements. The indirect consequence
of the loss of effective maneuver training land within Oregon is a decrease of the Oregon National

. Guard’s readiness to meet State and Federal missions and emergency plans. Consequently the BLM’s
proposed action affects the overall public health and safety and negative effects on National Guard
readiness may present inconsistencies with State and Federal plans and programs. The BLM’s purpose
and need statement regarding the Oregon Military Departmerit and National Guard inadequately
addresses this goal. " - ,

As a cooperating agency, representatives of this Department have repeatedly stated, through the

BLM’s Issue/Interest Team, the BLM’s Interagency Interdisciplinary Team, and the South Redmond Area
Collaborative Planning Group, this Department’s position that we cannot effectively evaluate a land
allocation decision by the BLM without also knowing the specific Terms and Conditions to be placed on
military training activities. This Department considers the land allocation, the length of the land
allocation agreement, and the specific Terms and Conditions of use as being intrinsically related.
However as a cooperating agency, this Department had no visibility or input into the development of the

i BLM’s Management Direction contained in Volume III of this UDRMP-EIS and was afforded no



opportunity to review or comment on BLM Management Direction until this public comment period.
Based on a meeting with Mr. Barron Bail, BLM District Manager, in 2003 we were under the impression
that this Department would be afforded the opportunities normally associated with common courtesy of a
cooperating agency. This was not the case with respect to Volume III that contains the standards and
guides of this plan. ‘While the Oregon Military Department supports the general BLM intent and goals
established for the UDRMP-EIS, there are a number of inconsistencies and problems that still need to be
clarified and resolved. For example, in the BLM’s management direction statements common to all
alternatives, both in Volume IT and ITI, the Bureau states that any military land use agreement will ensure
" consistency with “environmental requirements”. Yet the BLM does not provide a complete listing of
those “environmental requirements”. Another example, while the BLM provides for the allocation of
remote rotational training areas in Alternatives 6 and 7, within the Standards and Guides contained with
Volume 10T, the BLM designates the Steamboat Rock area as being “closed to full size vehicles”, thus -
simultaneously closing this area to most potential military training activities. Consequently, the Oregon
Military Department will have to further assess the viability of using this area to determine if it meets the
needs of the Oregon National Guard. Likewise, BLM designates other lands for military use but then
under BLM recreational or transportation management direction also either restricts off highway vehicle
use to designated roads and trails or designates most roads for potential closure, effectively cutting access
to those areas at some future time. Based on these examples, the Oregon Military Department can
provide only a limited and reserved endorsement of the BLM’s Draft UDRMP-EIS as currently written.

The Oregon Military Department requests that the BLM meet and consult with this Department to
resolve and clarify issues regarding the Draft UDRMP-EIS. The Department requests, in accordance
with 43 CFR §1610.3, that the BLM Area Manager notify and identify for this Department
inconsistencies between the UDRMP-EIS and related National Guard and State “plans, policies, or
programs”. We will continue to cooperate with the BLM to identify the inconsistencies withinthe plan  —
and work to resolve them in a manner consistent with the stated requirements and the needs of this
agency. Iam forwarding copies of this letter to Mr. Jim Brown and Mr. Lance Clark of the State
Governor’s office. - :

_ _ Sincerely,

RAYMOND C. BYRNE JR.
Brigadier General
Acting Adjutant General

Enclosure



Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004
Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.

Oregon Military Department (OMD) agrees with the BLM’s statement that OMD has land
management responsibilities within the planning area, specifically the Biak Training
Center, and will be using this environmental analysis to support future OMD or Oregon
National Guard (ORNG) decisions.

OMD agrees with the BLM’s guidance statement providing for long-term shared use of the
BLM administered lands by the ORNG ‘

OMD agrees with BLM’s rationale for identification of the preferred alternative to meet
“long-term military training needs” are concerned in so far as the land allocation decision
is identified within the preferred alternative. While this document develops ““Standards
and Guides” regarding that long-term use, it does not identify for the OMD what training
activities would be considered appropriate in the future for any specific land area.

While OMD agrees with the BLM’s statement that high road and trail densities “can”
break up wildlife habitat, the numeric density threshold and extent to which primitive
roads and trails do break up wildlife habitat in the UPDRMP high desert environment is
not clearly understood. Additionally, OMD believes that frequency of use, as addressed in
the next paragraph, is also a factor but that these factors are interrelated, are semi-
dependent variables, and could be inversely related. )

OMD believes that this “Purpose and Need” statement regarding the “Oregon Military
Department and National Guard” is inadequate. The statemient does not identify the need
of the OMD to maintain a large training maneuver area within the State of Oregon for the
purpose of training National Guard troops and maintaining troop readiness in support of
State and national missions to include State emergencies effecting the public health and
safety. This purpose and need statement does not identify the issue that there is no
comparable maneuver training area within the State of Oregon. The purpose and need
statement also inadequately addresses the need for a long-term (30 year) land use
agreement for training lands in order to appropriately obtain congressional funding to
adequately resource the Training Center in terms of program, manpower, and equipment.
Programs include the Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan for the purpose of
maintaining the natural setting of the Training Center, the Integrated Cultural-Resources
Management Plan the protection of archeclogical resources, and the development of the
Integrated Wildland Fire Management Plan for the protection of resources and the local
communities from wildland fire.

Change sentence to read as follows: “Noise and dust from training may disturb ...

Change sentence to read as follows: “The Oregon Military Department recently completed
both an Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan and an Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan that guide their resource activities within the permit area.”

' training operations.”

Change sentence to read as follows: “Public land use supports the military training
purposes of the Biak Training Center where those activities are consistent with public
natural and cultural resource objectives and provide a reliable long-term land base for

Change name to read: “Biak Training Center”. This may be a global change within the
documents.

See comment above for Volume I page xxxv, paragraph 5, sentence 3.

OMD agrees with BLM’s general management direction statement common to all
alternatives with respect to “Military Uses”. However, OMD requests BLM to clarify or
reference in this statement the source or location of the “environmental requirements”
within this document or the procedures to establish such in the future before OMD can
knowingly fully accept 1111s management statement.




Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004
Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.

This Wagon Roads ACEC management direction is consistent with the Biak Training
Center’s current INRMP, ICRMP and SOP regarding the Horner Road and can be
extended by OMD to the Bend-Prineville Road. Current Biak SOP calls for a restriction
on the Horner Road to light wheeled vehicles only and in convoys of four or few vehicles
together.

80 2 3-4 | Historic and current BLM and OMD management allows for military off road wheeled
vehicle use in the vicinity of these roads. OMD requests the continuation of this
management policy and in turn can provide for additional specific mitigation actions
within the Wagon Roads ACEC. Such a variance within this ACEC would be consistent
with management direction common all action alternatives described on page 87. Such a
continuation is also consistent to BLM’s Allowable Uses as identified in Volume I1I, page
54, bullet 4.

K7 4 2 Change this sentence to read as follows “Common to Alternatlves 2-7 would be the use of
at least a minimum of 21,000 acres within the core area of the Biak Training Center for
long-term military use.

87 4 2 See comment above for Volume II, page 26, paragraph-7, sentence 3, globally change
' “BIAK training center” to read “Biak Training Center” in all documents.
a7 1 2 This BLM management policy is consistent with OMD Special Use Permit Terms and

Conditions and Biak Training Center SOP that already prohibits Imhtary training activities
on the public lands with live (projectile firing) ammunition.

112 7 1 See comment above for Volume II, page 53, paragraph 7. OMD requests BLM to clarify
or reference in this statement the source or location of the “environmental requirements” or
the procedures to establish such in the future before OMD can knowingly fully accept this

management statement.
113 2 - . | The italicized title to this paragraph should be deleted. The paragraph does not address
: area “classification type” or “type of training” as suggested by the title. K
113 |- Z—|==2 | This sentence should be moved to the following “Buffer Areas” paragraph and changed to

read as follows: “The Training Center boundary shall include a % mile wide buffer inside
the boundary when that boundary is in direct contact with or within a %4 mile proximity to
private property. Military training activities will be restricted to light dismounted training
activities within this buffer zone and there shall be no discharge of blank ammunition
within the buffer zone. This buffer zone however does not preclude vehicle movemest to
or from the Training Center along OMD-BLM designated roads through the buffer zone

: for access purpose to the Training Center.”

113 3 - OMD suggests moving this entire paragraph on “buffer areas” to page 53 and place this.

paragraph under “Military Uses” under Management Direction Commeon to all
Alternatives.
118 2 5 Change this sentence to read as follows: “Alternative 3 would provide about 8000 less

acres for long—term mlhtary tralmng Delete that portxon 01" the sentence stating that this

131 7 - OMD does not concur with or support BLM Alternatlve 3. OMD considers Alternative 3
as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above regarding Volume II, page 13.
As noted in' the BLMs analysis of environmental consequences, Volume II, page 463,
rehabilitation efforts will be impaired and the quality of the natural resources will be
reduced and negatively impacted to unmanageable levels by Army and BLM standards.
131 7 - OMD suggests the addition of a sentence to the end of this paragraph stating: “Public lands
located immediately east of the airport but west of the Canal and adjacent to the OMD’s
Central Oregon Unit and Training Equipment site, which is OMD owned land, would be
retained as part of the Biak Training Center”.

138 2 6 Change this sentence to read as follows: “Alternative 4 would decrease the available area
' for long term training from Alternatlve 1, the existing condmon, by approxnnately 3,500
acres.’ .




Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004
Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement, dated October 2003.

IT | 149

2-4

OMD does not concur with or support BLM Alternative 4, OMD considers Alternative 4
as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above regarding Volume II, page 13.
As noted in the BLM’s analysis of environmental consequences, Volume II, page 463,
rehabilitation efforts will have to be “more intensive” and consequently more prone to
failure and the quality of the natural resources will be reduced and negatively impacted to
unmanageable levels by Army and BLM standards. Additionally, the BLM states on page
463 that training activities “may be modified” without stating what will be the
environmental requirements for this alternative which would require modification of
training activities.

149

Change this sentence to read as follows; “Military use would be permitted as shown in the
Alternative 4 illustration on Map 35, Oregon Military Department Use Areas.”

149

OMD suggests moving this entire paragraph on buffer areas to page 53 as per comment
above regarding Volume II, page 113, paragraph 3. In combining these paragraphs, OMD

also suggests deleting the following phase: “while-equipment-iransport-training are-not’

166

OMD suggests deleting this entire paragraph per comments above regarding Volume II,
page 113, paragraph 3 and page 149, paragraph 4. OMD also suggests that to be consistent
between all alternatives, the buffer be retained a %4 mile.

182

OMD is concerned about the appropriate military uses, local resident/community concerns,
and encroachment issues regarding rotation area #1, the Steamboat Rock area. This area is
split by Lower Bridge Road and is adjacent to the Deschutes Wild and Scenic River
Corridor and Crooked River Ranch. The OMD can identify no immediate training area
requirement for this land allocation but is willing to assess the potential for use of this area.
OMD’s preference is to utilize areas 2 and 3. Areas 2 and 3 better fit within the design and
intent of OMD’s future training activities noting that OMD used Area 2 during the 2002
brigade training exercise.

182

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Three rotational training areas would be

designated so that any one rotation training area would be available-for training for a
specific duration, estimated at three years per area”. :

Also see comment above concerning this paragraph.

182

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Military use would be allowed i in those areas
identified for Alternative 6 as shown on Map 36.”

197

BLM should be aware and understand that the OMD only has hrmted resources to provide
restoration. OMD’s commitment is to range rehabilitation post military training activities.

199

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Military use would be allowed in those areas
identified for Alternative 7 as shown on Map 36. The core training area under this
alternative is approximately 27,934 acres.”

199

See comment above regarding Volume II, page 182, paragraph 1. OMD’s concerns here
remain the same as stated above for that section.

214

Table
2-1

Under the heading of “Military” land uses, OMD requests that the BLM separate out the
core training area land allocation and percentage from the rotational training area land
allocation in this comparison of alternatives. This separation will better serve the public in
understanding the land area allocations between the alternatives, especially in regards to
Alternatives 6 and 7.

226

OMD requests that this discussion of the local area history include information regarding
military training use and development in central Oregon during World War II. For
example, the military developed or expanded many of the current airport facilities in use
by the local communities today. The military built many facilities still in use today, for
example the Great Hall at Sunriver. Such facilities owe their origin to historic 20™ century
military training activities in central Oregon and such activities provide economic input to
the local economy as well as supported national interests during wartime.

241

OMD requests that the BLM insert after this sentence, for public clarity and consisténcy
within this plan, a copy of the statement contained in the last sentence on page 356,
paragraph 4: “Typically, military activities do not impact old growth juniper trees or
snags.”




Oregon Military Department, Enclosure 1, 14 January 2004
Comments on DRAFT Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement dated October 2003.

OMD requests that the BLM also include information here regarding the fact that the
OMDicooperates with BLM management direction regarding control of noxious weeds
and that OMD annual funds a noxious weed abatement program in accordance with BLM
management goals and direction.

287

OMD requests that the BLM also include information here regarding the fact that OMD
cooperates with the BLM fire management program, that OMD is required by the existing
permit to provide for wildland fire protection for training areas in use during training
activities, and that OMD is currently working on an Integrated Wildland Fire Management

‘Program as part of its effort to improve interagency cooperatlon regarding wildland fire

control issues.

298

See comment above for Volume II, page 26, paragraph 7, sentence 3, concerning globally
replacing “BIAK Training Center” with “Biak Training Center”.

298

Change this sentence to read as follows: “The current Training Center boundary is
displayed as Alternative 1 on Map 35.”

298

Change this sentence to read as follows: “While use of the Training Center is expected to
remain cyclical, the average annual training usage for the Biak Training Center is expected
to range around 12,000 man-days per year or on average less than 70 days per year given
the current force structure within the Oregon National Guard. Of those 70 days, 15 days or
20 percent of the training days involve activities at developed training sites such as the
Brett Hall and the Central Oregon Unit Training and Equipment Site (COUTES) and
therefore occur on lands outside of the scope of the resource management plan.”

299

1 OMD requests BLM to define and clarify the statement “There are also restrictions on use

of vehicles, excavation activity, and uses near private property”.

299

OMD requests that the BLM also include information here under the heading of
“Rehabilitation” that the OMD has both an Integrated Natural Resources Management
Plan and Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan. The OMD is a cooperator in
BLM resource management goals and directions. The OMD rehabilitation program has
been a long-term program with a continual expenditure of funds over the past 15 years.
The OMD’s rehabilitation efforts are reviewed by BLM and use BLM prescriptions for
vegetation seeding. Under these programs, the OMD is a cooperator in noxious weed
control and under the requirements of OMD’s land use permit with the BLM,-OMD also
provides for wildland fire protection of training areas used during training activities.

316

Change this sentence to read as follows entering in the use of a colon: “The planning area
has existing withdrawals for: ....”

319

OMD request the BLM include the following sentence: “The OMD has an Integrated
Natural Resources Management Plan with the goal of protecting and preserving
archaeological resources from damage due to military training activities and cooperates
with the BLM’s cultural resource management goals and direction.”

322

OMD requests the BLM include the following sentence: “The OMD cooperates with BLM
management of these historic roads and has voluntarily within its SOP restricted military
traffic on the Horner Road by reducing the numbers and size of military vehicles allowed
to use this route for training purposes.”

P
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II

OMD requests that the BLM identifies and includes under the topic of direct effects that
BLM actions have direct effect on the allowable area and type of military training
activities to occur within that area. This indirectly affects the readiness and safety of
soldiers in the performance of their state and national missions. Indirect effects also
include changes to existing OMD plans and programs in that new BLM requirements and
environmental regulations will require OMD to update and change its existing plans and
programs to conform to new BLM guidelines. While the BLM’s plan focuses on direct
and indirect effects to natural and cultural resources, a key element of NEPA is the
determination of “the degree to which the proposed action affects public health and
safety” (40 CFR §1508.27(b)(2)). The Oregon National Guard’s readiness indirectly
effects the public health and safety of the citizens of Oregon. Additionally, the BLM must
advise the OMD within this plan of any inconsistencies between the UDRMP and ORNG
plans in accordance with 43 CFR §1610.3-1 as well as identify those inconsistencies to the

‘Governor of the State of Oregon in accordance with 43 CFR §1610.3-2(e). Consequenitly,

the OMD considers the BLM’s development of the direct and indirect consequences of -
this plan on military readiness and the subsequent safety of the citizens of Oregon as being
deficient,

356

Change this sentence to read as follows “Typically, military activities-do not impact old
growth juniper trees or snags.” Also see comment above for Volume II, page 241,
paragraph 4, sentence 3 concerning moving a copy of this statement and inserting it after
that sentence 3. ‘

419

OMD requests BLM to include a statement that under the “Review Update of the 1995
Federal Wildland Fire Management Policy” that the OMD/ORNG is preparing an
Integrated Wildland Fire Management Policy for the purpose of improving interagency
coordination and standardization in providing for wildland fire control and suppression.
Additionally the OMD is required under its existing land use permit to provide for fire
protection of training_areas in use during periods of training activities.

OMD requests the continuation of current BLM management policy in regards to military
access to the Wagon Roads ACEC as per comment above for Volume II, page 80,
paragraph 2, sentences 3-4. Such a continuation is consistent to BLM’s Allowable Uses
as identified in Volume III, page 54, bullet 4.

OMD requests BLM to amend this sentence to include the following statement:
“Continuation of long-term use would be subject to penodlc review of both the National
Guard and BLM’s standards and guidelines and review and monitoring of the National
Guard’s performance in meeting the standards and guides for the purpose of allowing for
adjustments to training activities, mitigation programs, and overall State wide training
goals and strategy.” ‘

461

Table
4-19

See comment above for Volume II, page 214, Table 2-1. OMD requests BLM to separate
out total acreage, core training area acreage from rotation area acreage and percentages,
specifically for Alternatives 6 and 7, to clarify these points for the public.

462

OMD requests BLM to clearly identify inconsistencies between agency plans and -
activities, define environmental requirements for each alternative and clearly state what
modifications to military training activities may be necessary. Refer to comment above
on Volume II, page 356, paragraph 2.

462

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Alternative 7 is similar to Alternative 6 except
that lands south of the BPA power line corridor and west of the North Unit Main Canal
and Pronghorn Resort Road are removed/eliminated from the Training Center.

462

Change this sentence to read as follows: “With the exception of public lands immediately
east of the airport and adjacent to OMD’s Central Oregon Unit and Training and
Equipment Site (COUTES), the military would probably replace training currently done
west of the North Unit Canal to the area north of Highway 126 to avoid conflicts with the
Pronghorn Resort development.”
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Change this sentence to read as follows: “BLM and the OMD estimate that training would
occur about 5 to 7 days per year in the rotational areas, which would reduce training days
on the core training area to an estimated 48 days per year.”

This paragraph can be deleted since it is redundant to information contained within
Volume II, page 463, paragraph 8&.

OMD requests that the BLM clarify this analysis of alternatives, identifying the
environmental requirements and restrictions being placed on military training activities
and identifying the inconsistencies between current planning -and uses and those being
developed under resource management plan in accordance with 43 CFR §1610.3-1(c) and
§1610.3-2(e). This is particularly crucial in considering Alternatives 3 and 4. Refer to
comments and concerns expressed above for: Volume I, page XXXV, paragraph 5; and,

3&4

Volume II: page 53 page 356, paragraph 2.
Ditto. -

2&3

Ditto.

4&5

Ditto.

5&6

Ditto.

Ditto,

W|— ~J

OMD requests the continuation of current BLM management policy in regards to military
access to the Wagon Roads ACEC as per comment above for Volume II, page 80,
paragraph 2, sentences 3-4 and Volume II, page 434, paragraph 7, sentence 5. Such a
continuation is consistent to BLM’s Allowable Uses as identified in Volume II1, page 54,
bullet 4.

Change this sentence to read as follows: “Demgnatmg an adequate public land base for
long-term military training provides the OMD opportunity to apply for congressional
funding for major infrastructure development and projects to improve the Training Center;
with construction and a gradual increase in training activities, the economic benefits are
expected to gradually increase above the 2002 level. Natural resource projects, including
range rehabilitation work and the development of an Integrated Wildland Fire
Management Program, which will improve wildland fire protection, willprovide
additional economic benefit to the BLM and local community.”

See comment above for Volume II, page 26, paragraph 7, sentence 3: Globally change
“BIAXK Training Center” to read “Biak Training Center”.

Change this sentence to read as follows: “The Biak Training Center cannot qualify for
congressional funding of capitol improvement projects unless OMD obtains a long-term
land use agreement of at least 30 years. Such improvements and upgrades will qualify the
Training Center for a change in the National Guard Bureau’s rating of the Training Center
from 4 local training center to an intermediate training center. This change in rating will
also enhance the OMD’s ability to obtain additional funding for full time manpower and

‘equipment to staff the Training Center.”

OMD recommends that the BLM mclude here a hst of the Cooperatmg Agencies

OMD concurs with Objective MU-1, the Rationale and Guidelines applicable to Objective
MU-1 with one caveat. OMD’s representative has repeatedly stated OMD’s position to
the BLM that OMD cannot adequately assess the land allocation decision of the BLM
without also fully knowing the Terms and Conditions of such use. OMD continues to
express its opinion and concern that land allocation, the defined length of use, and the
Terms and Conditions of use are intrinsically related issues and cannot be adequately
assess without full knowledge or consideration of all those factors together. OMD
contends that BLM cannot fully and knowledgeably identify inconsistencies between

'BLM and OMD/National Guard plans and programs as required within 43 CFR §1610.3

without consideration of all three factors together.

6
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See comment above regarding Volume II1, page 20.

36

OMD concurs with this wildlife guideline to develop a habitat managcment plan in
coordination with the BLM.

54

Third Bullet Statement: OMD concurs with this Wagon Road ACEC allowable use notlng
that the Biak Training Center’s Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) already voluntarily
restricts vehicle use along the Horner Road by limiting type and number of vehicles
allowed. OMD requests that this management direction identified as “common” to all
action alternatives be consistently identified and applied in Volume II: page 80, paragraph
2; page 434, paragraph 7; and page 545, paragraph 3. OMD also suggests that the second
sentence of this bullet be changed to read as follows: “Locations where tracked vehicles
would cross the historic roads will be determined in consultation with the Oregon Military
Department.” -

64

OMD concurs with these BLM management objectives, rationale and guidelines.

717

OMD requests BLM under Guidelines for OHV Objective R-1 for the Bend/Redmond
geographic area to state Guidelines applicable to military OHV use of the Biak Training
Center and lands deemed appropriate for military training use. OMD cannot concur with
this Objective without knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use.

77

OMD concurs with BLM OHV management Objective R-2, the Rationale and Guidelines
applicable to Objective R-2.

84

.OMD requests BLM under Guidelines for OHV Objective R-1 for the Millican Plateau

geographic area to state Guidelines applicable to military OHV use of the Biak Training
Center and lands deemed appropriate for military training use. OMD cannot concur with
this Objective without knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use.
See comment above regarding Volume III, page 77.

96

OMD concurs with BLM transportation management Objective TU-4. OMD requests
BLM to identify consistencies and inconsistencies between this objective and OHV
Objective R-1 for the Bend/Redmond and Millican Plateau geogréphlc areas regarding off
highway military training uses.

100

OMD concurs with BLM public health and safety Objectwe PHS-1, the Rationale and
Guidelines.

112

OMD concurs with BLM military use management Objective 2MU-1.

112 7

OMD suggests that BLM move this paragraph regarding “Buffer Areas” to “Management
Direction Common to All Alternatives” Volume III, page 20 under the subheading
“Military Uses”.

114

See comment regarding OHV Objectives above under Volume III, page 77.

117

\O

Dirto.

125

OMD requests that the BLM identify which specific roads within the Training Center will
be closed and what if any exemption the ORNG will be given to use such roads for .
training activities. OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective
2TU-5 without knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and
without identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and
programs. Additionally, closure of all roads, to include military traffic, as designated on
Map S-2 will have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to effectively use the
Biak Training Center for military training activities. This issue is applicable to all BLM
transportation management direction for all alternatives. OMD requests BLM consult and
reach consensus with OMD prior to the determination of which roads are to be closed
within areas designated as appropriate for military training activities,

139

OMD does not concur with BLM military use management Objective 3MU-4. OMD
considers Alternative 3 as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above
regarding Volume II, page 13, page 131, and page 463.

141

OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 3R-1 for the
Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume IIT, page 77 regarding
OHV Objective R-1.
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OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 3R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Objective R-1.

- OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 3TU-6 without

" | knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-3
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III page 125 regarding road closures.

- OMD does not concur with BLM military use management Objective 4MU-5. OMD
considers Alternative 4 as not meeting the purpose and need. See comment above
regarding Volume II, page 13, page 149 and page 463.

- OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 4R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Objective R-1.

- OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 4TU-6 without
knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-4
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III page 125 regarding road closures.

- See comment above, Volume I, page 112, paragraph 9, regarding “buffers”. OMD also
suggests that to be consistent between all alternatives, the buffer be retained a ¥4 mile.

- OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective SR-1 for the . ,
Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 77 regarding
OHV Objective R-1.

- OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective SR-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume ITI, page 84 regarding OHV
Objective R-1. '

- OMD cannot concur with BLM ftransportation management Objective STU-6 without
knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-5
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III page 125 regarding road closures.

- OMD concurs with Military Use Objective 6MU-6 but requests that the BLM clarify its
Guidelines. The OMD is not “adopting” lands for purpose of rehabilitation. The Army’s
rehabilitation program is incidental and applicable only to lands that the military uses for
training. Mitigation is a possibility but mitigation work must be clearly defined and
correlated to military training actions to offset the environmental consequences of those’
activities. See comment concerning Steamboat Rock area, Volume II, page 182,
paragraph 1.

- OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 6R-1 for the
Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume II1, page 77 regarding
OHV Objectwe R-1.

- OMD dges not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 6R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume III, page 84 regarding OHV
Objective R-1.

- OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 6TU-6 without
knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without
identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-6
would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
Center. See comment above under Volume III page 125 regarding road closures.
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g W
T | 214 5 OMD concurs with BLM Military Use Objective 7TMU-6 but requests that the BLM
- clarify its Guidelines, specifically vehicle use of the Steamboat Rock area. This
alternative is OMD's preference among all alternatives.

g 214 7 - 4™ Bullet regarding Steamboat Rock, closing this area to “full size vehicles” precludes this
T area from any military training use and effectively closes this area to the military.
il 218 3 - OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 7R-1 for the

Bend/Redmond geographic area. See comment above for Volume II1, page 77 regarding
‘ OHV Objective R-1. ‘

224 1 - OMD does not concur with BLM OHV management Objective 6R-1 for the Millican
Plateau geographic area. See comment above for Volume ITI, page 84 regarding OHV
Objective R-1. '

9 -. '| OMD cannot concur with BLM transportation management Objective 7TU-6 without
Fa knowing the Terms and Conditions being applied to military use and without -
ﬂ%h ' | identification of any inconsistencies between BLM and OMD/ORNG plans and programs.
t"%ﬁﬁ g Additionally, closure of all roads to include military traffic as identified on Map S-7
i ([* %‘: ‘ ” would have detrimental effects on the ability of the ORNG to train on the Biak Training
H’ﬁ : . Center. See comment above under Volume III page 125 regarding road closures.
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Oregon Military Department (OMD) agrees with the BLM’s statement that @MD has land
management responsibilities within the planning area, specifically the Bigk Training
Center; and will be using this environmental analysis to support future @MD or Oregon
National Guard (ORNG) decisions.

OMD agrees with the BLM’s guidance statement providing for‘ lopg-term shared use of the
BLM administered lands by the ORNG '

OMD agrees with BLM’s rationale for identification of the préferred alternative to meet

“long-term military training needs” are concerned in so far/s the land allocation decision

is identified within the preferred alternative. While this document develops “Standards

and Guides” regarding that long-term use, it does not jdentify for the OMD what training

activities would be considered appropriate in the futyre for any specific land area.
HY

i

While OMD agrees with the BLM’s statemenjf'ytﬂualt high road and trail densities “can”

_ bré‘alg up wildlife habitat, the numeric densify threshold and extent to which primitive

roads'and trails do break up wildlife hal;iélt in the UPDRMP high desert environment is
not cleafly understood. Additionally, &MD believes that frequency of use, as addressed in
the next pé‘xtagraph, is also a factor bt that these factors are interrelated, are semi-
dependent vz;i‘iables, and could be’fnversely related.

OMD believes that this “Purpgsé and Need” statement regarding the “Oregon Military
Department and Nétional Gga'fd” is inadequate. The statement does not identify the need
of the OMD to maintaip alarge training maneuver area within the State of Oregon for the
purpose of training Natis ff;@l Guard troops and maintaining troop readiness in support of
State and national misgion$«to include State emergencies effecting the public health and
safety. This purpofsc”and n§€d\statement does not identify the issue that there is no
comparable maneaver training area within the State of Oregon. The purpose and need
statement also id{adequately addresses the need for a long-term (30 year) land use
agreement for'training lands in order{o appropriately obtain congressional funding to
adequatelyfesource the Training Center, in terms of program, manpower, and equipment.
Programs'include the Integrated Natural gsource Management Plan for the purpose of
maintaining the natural setting of the Training Center, the Integrated Cultural-Resources
Manggement Plan the protection of archeological resources, and the development of the
Intégrated Wildland Fire Management Plan for ﬂ{? protection of resources and the local
¢dmmunities from wildland fire. \

Ay
/Change sentence to read as follows: “Noise and dus?x{from training may disturb ...”

Change sentence to read as follows: “The Oregon Military Department recently completed
both an Integrated Natural Resources Management PlaS;nd an Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan that guide their resource actlyities within the permit area.”

Change sentence to read as follows: “Public land use suppotts the military training
purposes of the Biak Training Center where those activities afe consistent with public
natural and cultural resource objectives and provide a reliable long-term land base for
training operations.” Q\

Change name to read: “Biak Training Center”. This may be a global change within the
documents. \3

See comment above for Volume I, page xxxv, paragraph 5, sentencé@.

OMD agrees with BLM’s general management direction statement cdmmon to all
alternatives with respect to “Military Uses”. However, OMD requests\BLM to clarify or
reference in this statement the source or location of the “environmentalirequirements”
within this document or the procedures to establish such in the future before OMD can

knowingly fully accept this management statement.



nicole.xklgismeler  oWI-J/o-1d41 “Page 1 of 8 - Thu Jan 15 2004 ©8:37:55 AM PST

R

| | (B,
‘OREGON DIVISION OF STATE LANDS
Policy and Planning Section

_ -Date; | l*(g'OL/

Number of pages including cover sheet: ?

From:

. ﬂo‘/\(\ L”\‘[

| To: ‘ e
ﬁo\ﬁer\' Toane, &LW\

Phone: Phone: 378-3805

Fax phone: 3784844

Fax phone:
CC:

REMARKS: [ Urgent [0 Foryourreview [ Reply ASAP [0 Please comment

’ RECENE'D"
AN 15 2004

' E
LM PRINEVILL
e DISTRICT




- nicole.Kielsmeier

HB3-376-4844

Page 2 of B Thu Jan

15 2604 08:38:38 AM PST _

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governor

January 15, 2004

Robert Towne
Deschutes Area Field Manager
Prineville District

& Oregon

RECEIVED
JAN 15 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

USDI-Bureau of Land Management

3050 NE 3™ Street
Prineville OR 97754

RE:
Statement

Dear Mr. Towne:

Department of State Lands
775 Summer Street NE, Suite 100
Salem, OR 97301-1279

(503) 378-3805

FAX (503) 378-4844
www.oregonstatelands.us.

State Land Board

Theodore R. Kulongoski
Governor

Bill Bradbury
Secretary of State

Randall Edwards
State Treasurer

Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental impact

Thank you forthe opportunity to comment on the draft plan for this area..

In 1995 the Department (then known as the Division) and the Oregon state office of the
BLM entered into an agreement (see attachment) concerning the disposition and
selection of Oregon’s remaining in lieu lands. As you may know these federal public
domain lands-are available to Oregon for selection in ordér to fulfill obligations
stemming from the Oregon Admission Act of 1859. Once selected and patented to
state ownership in care of the Department, these lands become assets of the Common
School Fund to be managed to produce revenue to support K-12 schools in our state.

We fote that all the alternatives provide for areas planned for “community expansion.”
These are lands that the Department considers as prime candidates for future in lieu

selections. Therefore we respectfully request the Final Plan acknowledge the State of
Oregon’s right and interest to select such areas and the Bureau’s obligation to assist in
processing them to the Department.

If you have any questions about the Department's mterests please contact me at 503-

378-3805 x 281,
Sincerely,
Joh |1Iy

Assistant Director

¢c:  Ann Hanus, Director

Steve Purchase, Assistant Director, Field Operations
Nancy Pustis, Field Operations Eastern Region Manager
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RECEIVED
JAN 15 2004
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING B e
BETWEEN .

US DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR
- BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT-OREGON STATE OFFICE
and the
STATE OF OREGON
DIVISION OF STATE LANDS

Purpose

The purpose of this Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) betwéén the Bureau of
Land Management. (BLM) and the Division if State Lands (DSL) is to establish
procedural guidelines to complete all 1m Tieu or 1ndemn1ty land se1ect1ons to

.wh1ch the State of Oregon is ent1t1ed

Author1tx

1.
2. The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), 43 USC 1701. ‘

Revised Statutes 2275 and 2276, 43 USC 851, 852. as amended

3. Oregon Constitution, Article VIII, Section 2 through 5 = ——

ackgroung

When Oregon was admitted into the Union, the-enab]ihg legislation (Act of

- Februwary 14, 1859, 11 Stat. 383) granted Sections 16 and 36 of. every

township to the state for support of its public schools. If any of those

"~ lands had already been-disposed 6f or wére othefwise Unavailable,” the US

government is required to indemnify. the state for the losses pursuant to
43 USC §§ 851 and 852. :

The State of Oregon has currently rete1ved approx1mate1y 3.5 m1111on acres
of school land, including in-place and indemnity selections.

In the late 1800°s and early 1900°'s, the state so]d some of* the school

sections to private citizens. It was later found that the state did not
have title. to some of these sectigns because they were not surveyed or

1ocated in national forests. i
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ORS 273.620 provided that parcels of land in Sections 16 and 36 wh1ch were
erroneous 1y conveyed prior to 1916 could be reconveyed to the state by the -

" present successors in interest in exchange for federal lands. ORS 273.620

was repealed on June 19, 1967, and replaced with ORS 273.356 et seq.
Under the new statute, a grantee no longer has the right to make .a
selection of new land. but is entitled to a refund of the original
purchase price plus interest. '

Under Section 8 of Chapter 422 [I967j Oregon Laws, thevearlier law was
modified to provide that grantees who had complied with ORS 273.620 prior
to June 19, 1967, would continue to have the right to se]ect Tands

| pursuant to the provisions of the former statute.

In 1968, the state applied for 1ndemn1ty Tand from the BLM on behalf of -
itself and three applicants known as Ocean View, Baldwin, and Crater
Title. The BLM rejected the applications based on its audit which showed .
that the state had overdrawn its entitlement. Oregon appealed the BLM's
finding. 1In 1991, a final judgment in favor of the state was issued by

the US District Court (see Exhibit A) State of Qregon v. BLM-USDI (85-646

- MA).

The court found that tHe state had a remaining entitlement of 5202.29
acres of school trust land. Subsequently, BLM has clearilisted 798.72
acres to the state Therefore, the remainingventit1ement is now 4,403.57

acres,

Objegtive

The objective of this MOU. is to facilitate and exped1te the comp?et1on of a]]
indemnity or in-lieu Jland selections. : -

L.

Meet the long-range management objectives of-both agencies to resolve
indemnity/in-1ieu selections and 1ssues in accordance with the 1991 court
settlement;

Develop procedures for conveyance that .are most exped1t1ous and cost
effective, while remaining within the constraints of existing laws,
regulations and land-use plans or amendments: and

Convey all remaining indemnity selections to the state no later than
April 6, 1996, in accordance with the direction of the Secretary of the

- Interior.
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General Criteria for Indemnity or In-Tjeu land Selections by State of Oreqon

1,

1.

A, The DSL criteria are:

Lands with commercial. industrial, residential, or agricultural
development potential within "path of progress" areas such as along
the Interstate Highway 5 carridor, Central Oregon or coastal areas.
Forest Tand offering manageabtlity and value comparab?e to ex1st1ng
common school trust forest Tands,

~ Lands identified by DSL on behalf of other part1es to which the State

of Oregon has an obligation via prevwous land agreement or similar

'1ega11y -binding obligation.

The BLM criteria are:

Only unéppropriated public d@mtin lands may be selected. (0&C 1lands
are not considered to be unapEropr1ated public lands and are not .

- selectable.)

Lands must be surveyed and descr1bed in accordance with the off1c1a1
plat of survey.

~ 'No.lands mineral in character may be selected, except to the exient

that the selection is made as indemnity for mineral base lands. BLM .
will be responsible- for making the mineral in character determ1nat1on ’
for the base and selected Tands.

Selected lands must be determined to be suitable for transfer to the
State of Oregon and classified for disposal under section 7 of the
Taylor Grazing Act of June 28, 1934 (43 USC 31f) and_the procedures

under 43 CFR 2400.
Generally. it is preferred that selected lands not be identified for

- reténtion "in .the BLM Resourte Managemefit "Plans.” Reténtion “lands may -

be selected but final transfer may be contingent upon an amendment to

the applicable plan.
Selected lands must be reviewad in accordance with NEPA, ESA etc.
and a finding made by BLM that disposal will have no significant .

impact.
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Procedures

To carry out the objectives and follow the criteria for the indemnity or
in-lieu land selection program, the. following selection are agreed upon:

1.

Proposals: The ndemnity/in-lieu selections of the DSL will be timely
processed by BLM according to the procedures for selection under 43 CFR
Part 2621. :

Mineral Report/Environmental Assessments: - BIM will prepare these
documents covering the resources on jthe BLM lands. When the environmental
report is completed, DSL will be pPOV1dEd an opportunity to rev1ew and
comment . - -

" Permits/Leases: To the greatest extent possible, in-lieu/indemnity

selections should not interfere with valid existing rights. Input from
existing lessees or permittees will be obtained jointly by BLM and DSL as
soon as possible and critical 1ssues will be considered and resolved as
appropriate.,

Improvements: Improvements on BLM lands may be owned either. by a
permittee/lessee or the BLM. A record of privately-owned improvements

will be provided to DSL if available to BLM. Title to the BLM

improvements may be transferred to DSL and a list of these improvements
and a copy of the authorization will be provided to DSL.

Public Participation:  The DSL, as required in 43 CFR 2621.2, w111 pubTish
—='a public notice of the proposed selection.

Sensitive, Threatened and Endangered Plants and Animals: -BLM will

" coordinate with the US Fish and Wildlife Service on actions which may

affect federally-listed species listed in the Endangered Species Act of

1973, as amended. OSL will coordinate with the appropriate state agencies
pursuant to compliance with state T&E statutes.

Cultural Resources: BLM and DSL will seek to comply with the provisions

of the 1982 Memorandum of  Understanding. regarding cultural -resource . = °
management responsibilities. .

Water Rights: All water rights shall be transferred to OSL. Where water
uses occur without water rights, application for these rights shall be
prepared by the BLM grantor in a form satwsfactory to the Oregon Water
Resources Department.

Base lands: The final judgment 1ssued by the US District Court in State
of Oregon v. BLM-USDI (85-646-MA) concluded that there were 11,947.47
acres of unused base lands and 6,745.47 acres of overdrawn .base lands,
leaving a balance of 5,202.29 acres of land due to the State of Oregon as
indemnity. Attached Exhibit B contains a list of the descriptions .of the
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11,947.47 acres of unused base lands). The Court did not provide any
direction as to which particular unused base Tands could be selected or
which unused base lands would be used to offset the overdrawn base Jands.
Therefore, BLM.and DSL agree that DSL may use any of the unused 11,947.47
acres as base lands to make its remaining selections. After all the
selections are made, the remaining unused base lands will be used to
offset the overdrawn base lands.

BLM and DSL will evaluate the value of the base lands and selected Tands
and determine that they are of "roughly equivalent value" as provided in
the US Supreme Court decision in Anfirus v, Utah, 446 US 500 (No. 78-1522,
May 19 11980). .

DSL may elect to "pool" all or pdrﬁions of its unused base lands of a
- sufficient total value to select less acreage. of public Tands of a higher
value, provided the total values of base lands and selected lands are
determined to be of "roughly equivalent value.” In other words. the
remaining selections may be made on an equal value basis, rather than an
-equal acreage basis. Each- clearlist issued will contain a value
certification by BLM for both the base and selected lands.

10. The DSL shall attempt to complete all remaining indemnity selections as
- soon as is practical. The BLM .shall attempt to complete all actions on
these selections, including the conveyance of ‘approved -1and se]ect1ons in
a t1me]y and eff1c1ent manner, :

-Coordination

" Formal and informal meétings betweén the designees of the DSL and BLM to

exchange information, coordinate activities, develop procedures, expedite
tasks, and facilitate .achieving the purpose. and objective of the MOU shaTl be
held monthly with additional meetings scheduled as necessary or desirable.

Effective Date, Termination, Amendment

Th]S MOU sha11 be effectwve upon approva] by both parties and shall remain in
effect until termination by mutual agreement or by either party ‘upon thirty

(30) days notice in writing to the other
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Amendments and supplements to this MOU are subject to-the review and approval
of the Director. Division of State Lands

Land Management.

and the State Director, Bureau of

This MOU is subject to the laws of the State of Oregon., the laws of the United

States,

and the delegated author1ty assigned in each instance.

Nothing in

this MOU shall be construed as obligating either party. ‘heretofore, the
expenditure of funds or for future payment of money in excess of

Approved:

Elaine Zi
Oregon State Director
Bureau of Land Management

US Department to the Interior

”“@

John £ A1y

Acting Director -

Oregon Division of State Lands

Attachments

[—



RECEIVED

- | — JAN 15 2004
Comment Form ——

For public input on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and DisTRiCT
Environmental Impact Statement )

Today’s Date: V| 15 [0 q,
Your name (please print):
Representing (put an X in one box onl¥):
A self only, or
[ business, organization, or agency (list):

Street Address, State, and ZIP:

Phone: ~ ' E-mail: _ —

——

Important Privacy Notice: All written comments, including names and street addresses, will

be available for public review upon request, and may be published by the BLM during the
planning process. However, as an individual you can ask us to withhold your name and address.
All submissions from organizations or businesses, and from individuals identifying themselves
as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be made available for public
inspection in their entirety. If you checked “self only™ above, and would like us to withhold your
name, put an X in this box:

Comments

?lw~s&—o}é\o~a\r\ﬁ1&\ Cg\,{f U\NWM

Continue your comments on the back of this page, or on additional pages
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From: ] -' S"— ' RECEIVED
To: <t.purrington@or.bim.gov> ‘
Sent: Wednesday, January 14,2004 10:11 PM JAN 15 2004
Subject: Fw: Comments on BLM Upper Deschutes RMP/EIS _ _ C

' BLM PRINEVILLE

Teal: . ‘ _ ‘ DISTRICT

Please ensure this email is part of the UDRMPEIS public comment record. Thanks
—— Original Message ——

From:i

To: BLM

Cc:

s Sent: Wednesday, January 14, 2004 10:09 PM

Subject: Comments on BLM Upper Deschutes RMP/EIS
Comment Form -
Date:. 1/14/04

Name: ;
Representing: ourselves

*' 1. Overall Impression of Plan; Lot's of hard work and broad changes for public land management; the greatest
.. strength and greatest weakness. We're hopeful BLM will take one bite at a time to accomplish an elephant of. .z
' 'e’sasks and changes. Hopefully this feam will rank all management actions by High: (1-3 years to implement, or
-« ‘continue implementing, Modérate: 3-6 years and Low: 6+ years(delete these?).

2. Monitoring. Very few agencies do it and fewer stlll do it well. Monitoring should be results oriented, to tellifa
management action is working, needs modified or buried. Monitoring should be simple enough to track costs,
progress and allow pubilic to help, as appropnate We hope the final Decision Record will provide direction that if,
through monitoring, a management action is not working or needs to be modified, this can be done without having
to do lots of NEPA, etc.

3. Law Enforcement: Needs to be used sparingly. The number of officers/ac. within the Prineville District is a very.
low number. They should only be used for high priority work in this planning area. This plan should allow for
parinerships with county law enforcement.

4. BLM Transportation Plan: Plan needs to be tons stronger in emphasis on BLM getting funding for designated
routes and trails of all types. BLM needs to aggressively pursue funding for designated route/irail creation, maint.
and closure of unnecessary routesftrails. Look at the USFS/State Parks systems and other BLM districts that do
this. Explore partnersh|ps with USFS under COI. .

5. Powell Buttes: We'd love to hike up to the BLM public fands but they are {and locked. Please pursue gettmg
non-motorized access to these scenic public lands.

6. Communication Towers: These structures can be very unscenic and detract from the scenic quality of BLM
buttes, mountains, ridges, etc. They need to be limited and if BLM has to approve these things, they shouid be
colored to blend in with landscape. :

7. Commercial/Educational Recreation Use: This use should be limited, especially in BLM special management
areas. [f allowed, party size should be limited and BLM should limit # of various groups visiting a location at the -
same time. Week day use and not allowing commercial use on some weekends and holidays is appropriate. We
‘would not like to see commercial use to BLM public lands not accessible to the public. This would be exclusive
use which is not what "public land" is suppose to be. ,

1/14/04
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- 8, Land Exchanges; We would like o see more public land on, of course, Powell Buttes and would recommend
these lands be classified as Z-1 to increase chances this may occur. Although private inholdings surrounded by
BLM are alot more expensive, | hope the team develops a priorjty list of desireable tracts to possibly acquire,
beyond the Z-1 zones and the plan encourages Land & Water Conservation Funding.

9. Recreation Use: The proposed mix between motorized and non-motorized use areas is balanced. We support
total non-motorized use for the Badlands WSA and other proposed non-motorized areas defined in Alt. 7, along
with other areas open year round or seasonally for motorized use.

Mountain bike trails should also be open for Hiking; exclusive use of a recreation activity should be very limited,
vs, sharing trails. These public lands are public lands, not a user club lands. We hope local, state and federal
partnerships are emphasized for both non-motorized trails and motorized trails and routes.

10. Shooting: Please keep closures limited. Total closure areas in plan seem resonable, along with seasonal
closures. However, the plan should allow for changes in each of these areas, based on BLM monitoring and BLM
abililty to enforce these closures. Please work closely with BLM law enforcement before finalizing these closures.
Also need to be clearly identified on the ground so anyone will know what public land is closed.

11. Public access to Middle Deschutes and Lower Crooked Rivers. Please continue to work on getting more
public access. Some adjacent private landowners would like to keep the public out of adjacent public lands. This
is hogwash. Allow the public to hike into these canyon areas for enjoyment.

12. Minerals: Don't make collecting rocks against the law in dry river or creek beds by prohibiting digging rocks
out of them. This sets a bad president for other public land digging areas; who will enforce this anyway?

13. Visual Resources/Scenic Quality: Our public lands, especially public lands that are elevated or in river canyon
areas need to have their scenic quality protected and not mutilitated.or degraded by vehicle or mountian bike
#pailser communication towers. e -

éf time, the visual scars on BLM landscapes increase. Please turn this trend around by including*scem" o3
ff&ources in ANY proposal that may effect scenic quality.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this RMP/EIS: We appreciate the hard work that went irto this plan. -

We are hopeful that the final decisions made are realistic, practical, enforcable and particularly understandatie by - -
BLM pulbic land users. Thank you for your time and the opportunity to comment on this plan/ElS,

1/14/04




"Eric Denzler" To: upper_deschutes_ RMP@or.bim.gov

<ERIC@bendparksandr cc: robin_snyder@or.blm.gov
ec.org> Subject: UDRMP Comments - Attn: Teal Purrington
01/14/2004 03:07 PM '

. Attached are comments (as a WORD document) regarding the UDRMP Draft.

Signed hardcopy is in the mail today.

Eric Denzler, Recreation Program Coordinator
Bend Metro Park & Recreation District ~

L
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/_Bend Metro
44 gl Park & Recreation
= Dlstnct |

Bureau of Land Management

Attéention: Mr. Robert B. Towne, Field Manager, Deschutes Resource Area
Cc: Teal Purrington -
3050 NE Third Street

Prineville, OR 97754

RE: Comments on the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan Draft

The following are suggestions for the management of recteation activities that we would like to
see in the UDRMP draft under all of the alternatives proposed:

1. Begin to develop non-motorized trail systems for mountain bikers, hikers and other non-
motorized users. Developed trail systems will benefit those recreational users who are .
mountain bikers, from out-of-the-area, casual or infrequent local visitors, or those who
lack the skills to competently navigate the local terrain.

2. Specifically state that cross-country recreational travel on foot is allowed under all
alternatives. Allow recreational users (including Special Recreation Permit holders) who
are traveling on foot the same access to all areas, without restriction to designated roads
and trails, that are open for mineral exploratlon rock hounding, livestock grazing, and
hunting.

3. Work with Special Recreation Permit holders and group users to educate them about
wildlife, vegetation and habitat, archaeological, and other land management concerns, so
that these areas can be avoided during sensitive times of the year. Commercial SRP
holders can then provide a public service while protecting resource values and
minimizing conflicts with other recreationists and adjacent landowners.

- The arguments for these changes are as follows:

The Bend Metro Patk & Recreation District has been leading recreation programs onto public
lands for years under a Special Recreation Permit with the BLM. We believe that District
programs allow local community members a low-impact, healthy way to explore and enjoy a
wide variety of destinations on public land. Additionally, our programs provide a useful tool for
educating new users about the fragile high desert ecosystem and how to practice Leave No Trace
principles.

The vast majority of our use is during non-summer months by our adult hiking programs.
Because our outdoor programs try to-expose participants from the local community to a variety
of destinations, we rarely visit any one BLM destination more than twice per year. We often go
years between visits to many locations because BLM land is so expansive and established trails
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are so few. Our experienced outdoor leaders often travel cross-country using GPS headings and '
occasionally follow existing tracks and trails.

There is no extensive established trail system currently in place, as this document recognizes,

- and the UDRMP does not give an accounting of the miles of currently established non—motorlzed

trails in the study area. The document only notes that:

“Trail hiking opportunities on n BLM administered lands in the planning area are hrmted by
the lack of identifiable, designated and signed trails. Only a few developed and maintained
hiking trails exist on BLM administered lands in the planning area...” (pg 307, Chap. 3,
vol. 2).

Consequently:

“Over the short-term, all annual special recreation permits for trail use would not be
renewed until such use was authorized on designated trails that are part of BLM’s
transportation system. :..However, this would also provide an impetus for trail designation
in areas that currently do not have any identifiable trail systems.” (pg. 479, Chap. 4,

Vol. 2)

While all action alternatives call “for an increase in ndn—motorized trail development,” it is
unlikely that there will be a rapid development of an extensive non-motorized trail system for
many years due to funding limitations. _ . )

Hiking on roads and trail systems that are shared by motorized vehicles would not be considered

a quality recreational experience by many of our hike leaders or the vast majority of our program
participants, and are currently avoided where possible. Under all of the proposed alternatives in
the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan draft, it appears that hiking programs would be
restricted exclusively to established roads and trails. There is an implicit suggestion that all areas
will be closed to cross-country.foot travel. With no dedicated non-motorized trail system, hiking
opportunities are severely limited if cross-country travel is prohibited. - :

Under a policy restricting all foot travel under Special Recreation Permit to designated roads and
trails, the Bend Metro Park & Recreation District’s outdoor program is likely to find far fewer |
attractive destinations for our programs. The possible result will be that our use will concentrate
on the few established trails, increasing our impact on the resource. Individuals using the few
existing trails in the future will likely encounter more and larger hiking groups than they
currently encounter, groups who previously would have been distributed to more remote areas.

This would bé an unfortunate situation, given that other user groups on these BLM lands seem to
be granted much greater access under all proposed alternatives. In the UDRMP:

® 374,365 acres are open under all alternatives to mineral leasing. Table ES-3 (Pg. XXXiX,

Vol. 1) and Table 4-17
e 331,677 (or greater) acres are available for rockhoundmg, Table 4-18
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o 228,685 (or greater) acres are available for livestock grazing. Table ES-3 (pg. XXXVlll,
Vol. 1)

* 153,081 (or more) acres are available year-round for motorized vehicle use for recreation
(multiple use with shared facilities), Table ES-3 (pg. xxxix, Vol. 1) and Table 4-22

e Nearly 97% of all the land in the management area is open for hunting (hunters are
presumably not restricted to designated roads and tralls ) Table 2-1 (pg. 213)

Yet, at most, 87,832 acres may be designated for excluswe non-motorized use management
under Alternative 7 (Table 4-22). Given that non-motorized recreationists would be restricted to
designated roads and trails, most of these acres are not actually accessible, but can only be
explored visually as part of the landscape surrounding roads and trails. '

Some would argue that these other uses (mining, rock hounding, livestock grazing, motorized
vehicle recreation and hunting) all have the potential for significantly greater impacts on the
landscape, wildlife and vegetation, than a hiking program Under all of the proposed alternative
management plans, groups identifying themselves as “rockhounders” or “hunters” can
presumably wander through more than 331,000 acres, but an organized hiking group under an
SRP would be limited to “only a few developed and maintained h1kmg trails...” that exist on
BLM administered lands in the planning area.

That raises the question: If the area's too sensitive for us to hike through, then why does the .
UDRMP allow cows, miners, hunters and other users access to the same area?

Ironically, the “Big 4 permit users currently being reviewed (BMPRD, HDM, COCC, and

- OMSI) may be some of the most conscientious users of public land, incorporating strong
educational components to programs that often include promotion of Leave No Trace ethics
among participants. These four organizations may be some of the BLM’s best allies in achieving
the stated vision of how-public lands would be managed in the future, a vision that includes:

“Commercial recreation opportunities provide a public service while protecting resource
values and minimizing conflicts with other recreationists and adjacent landowners.” (pg.27,
chap. 1, vol. 2)

The UDRMP would take these allies out of the broader landscape and restrict them to roads and
trails. An alternative would be to work with these organizations to educate program leaders to
current management issues and concerns that a cash-strapped BLM is facing. In turn, our
organizations could then help educate the public about these issues through our programs.
Organized programs would also provide additional “eyes” in the field, possibly discouraging
unwanted or illegal activities by the non-permitted general public.

Finally, maintaining public access to the largest areas of public land possible is also in line with
President Bush’s June 20, 2002 Executive Order on activities to promote personal fitness. This
Executive Order, in part, directs Federal agencies to provide opportunities for “increasing the
accessibility of resources for physical activity, and reducing barriers to achieving good personal
fitness.” Under President Bush’s HealthierUS Initiative, administration actions to promote
physical activity include “the use of public lands and water.”
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Developing a network of non-motorized trails on BLM lands will eventually provide greater
opportunities for encouraging personal fitness on public lands, and is a Jaudable goal. But the
near-term restriction on hiking and walking programs, two physically healthy activities, to
established roads and trails, seems to contradict the intent of the HealthierUS In1t1at1ve by

apparently restricting use of public lands and creating barriers to achlevmg good personal fitness .

by those who wish to explore their public lands on foot. - v .
- Thank you for considering these comments.

Respectfully,

Eric Denzler, Recreation Program Coordinator

Bend Metro Park & Recreation District

200 NW Pacific Park Lane

Bend, Oregon 97701
(541) 389-7275

Note on Errata iﬁ Draft

Recreation section of Table ES-3 (pg. xxxix, Vol. 1) uses rounded numbers when rest of table is
not rounded. Also see Recreation Management Empha51s ALT 4. Numbers don’t agree
between Table ES-3 and Table 4-22.
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~ JoniMogs@aol .com To: upper_ decchutes _RMP@or.bim.gov
: cc: .
01/14/2004 04:32 PM Subject Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan Draft EIS

Sirs: Please accept this E-mail copy of my comments on the draft EIS. A hard copy follows via regular
mail, It is included in this E-mall as well as an attachment.

Thank you,

Joni Mogstad

******************************************************************

Bureau of land Management January 14, 2004
Prineville District Office

3050 N. E. Third St.

. Prineville, OR 97753

Attention Teal Purrington
RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft EIS

Dear Sir or Madam: ' . .

I am writing not because | ride a motorcycle oran ATV. My personal interests are in fishing, snowmobiling
and hiking. 1 focus on sharing these experiences with my grandchildren and soon great grand children. |
began introducing my children and their friends to the outdoors nearly 40 years ago. | am writing because
| am increasingly alarmed at the growing efforts of land management agencies to limit, restrict and close
access to historic recreational pursuits..... especially now that age and health begin to reduce my
dependance on muscle power. | firmly believe in the importance of introducing our children to their
eonnection to and dependance on the land, and teaching them the respect for the land that will carry into -
their adult life. Please don't further restrict my ability to do that.

To begln with, [ wish to go on record as being supportive of mult:ple use including motorized recreatlon
and of realistic access for all users.

© The Upper Deschutes Resource Maihagemen_t—PIan Draft EIS préfer’r‘ed alternative as written does not .
address the need to accommodate growth in motorized recreation. Readily available sales statistics will
“tell you that ATV sales are outstripping all other recreational sales nationally. Rafting and canoeing are

also fast growing pursuits in Oregon. The "earrying capacity" work done in the last few years will teil you -

this recreating public requires more space, not less. We need‘more and larger staging areas and we
need trails of varying degrees of difficulty and length. I'm speaking of all kinds of trails, ATV, motorcycle,
four wheel drive, snowmobile, bicycle, hiker, horse and water. Multiple use might mean a summer
horse-motorcycle trail is a snowmobile trail in the winter. Adequate staging and parking areas are also a
requirement. Given the above assumptions, why in the world would a preferred alternative propose a
reduction in trails and in access?

Is the lack of any mention of four-wheel-drive trails an oversight? If so or if not, these users should be
included and their needs addressed in the final EIS.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how an interim policy will be

implemented. This interim policy greatly affects our sport and the users as there are no assurances BLM

will ever have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas proposed. Alternative #7

proposes an aggressive vegetation management plan for.the Juniper woodlands that will negatively

impact a proposed trail system.. Vegetation can provide barriers and require twists and turns that make a
trail much more interesting if not challenging.

| earlier mentioned | am a snowmobiler. Please take note that #1, | object to the closure of the historically



open designation of all BLM land bordering Lapine except the Roseland Play area and #2, | especially
object as regards to snowmobiles. The Deschutes National Forest wrote a Wild and Scenic River plan
that would have imposed a similar closure a few years ago. Following a review of the Memorandum of
Understanding between the Forest Service and The American Council of Snowmobile Associations the
Forest Service agreed to continue the open deSIgnatlon with a commitment from local clubs to monitor for
damage or degradatlon :

It appears Alternative #7, proposes closure as a way to manage high use or problem areas. In other
words abdicate rather than manage. This observation applies to Lapine and to Prineville reservoir,
Motorized access and recreation in these areas should probably be more intensely managed but
elimination is the easy way out. Just because your job is complicated or difficult doesn't mean you give it
away. It makes more sense to increase opportunmes around populatlon centers rather than reduce .
opportunities around popula’uon centers.

| do not support the Alternative #7 proposal to close the Badlands: The presence of a WSA is not an
excuse to change use patterns. It is a reason to provide intensive maintenance of existing systems I
recently listened to a talk by O.S.U. Dean Hal Salwasser in which he concluded
"Don't let philosophy masquerading as science fool you." Is that- what we have here? |se no

_ sclentlflc reason to close Badlands.

Please keep me advised of the progress of the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and
remember Multiple Use.

Thank You.

Sincerely,

|

Joni Mogstad, Blue Ribbon Liaison ' , : : ,
Oregon State Snowmobile Association :

4797 Old Dillard Road -

Eugene, OR 97405

R
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"Barrett, Susan and To: <upper_deschutes_ RMP@or.blm.gov>
Reid Brown". ce: ' '
<bsrbrown@teleport .00 Subject: UDRMP
m>
01/15/2004 02:04 AM

Prineville BLM

Attention: Teal Purrington
Re: Comments on UDRMP

I've been riding motorcycles for 37 years in Oregon, and four generations of my family are »
off-road motorcycle enthusiasts. It's been my good fortune to ride all over the world, and for the
past 25 years I've been active in statewide OHV land use issues. One of the most rewarding
aspects of this work has been the time spent building partnerships with public land managers,
working to solve problems and seek balance in the complex world of natural resource
management throughout the State of Oregon

My f1rst concern with the Draft Management Plan Preferred Alternative is a process concern.
OHYV users are the vastly predominant user group on the lands under this plan. Our community
has worked extremely hard and have committed millions of dollars in a good faith effort to
partner-with management on these lands in achieving mutual goals. The planning process,
including representation on the issue teams and final groups selecting alternative 7 was in no way
fairly balanced relative to our stake in the planning area:

‘Second, alternative 7 proposes permanent closures and restrictions that will cut my family out of

areas we like to ride and force us on to areas already over used. The management people in
charge of maintaining some of the trails that will remain already say they can't keep up with
proper maintenance. If everybody is stuffed into smaller areas as the number of users grow, the
remaining areas will be stressed even further. What will this lead to? We should be able to ride

. in South Millican Valley more of the year at least.

I've heard many comments from BLM management that closures are necessary because of illegal

activity such as dumping. These people are no different than any other vandals or criminal
element, and proper law enforcement is the responsibility of the BLM and the local community
police. These criminals are not our fellow OHV users, they are local scum. Gating all OHV
users out of these areas, such as the Badlands, Lapine, or Cline Buttes is an unfair, shortcut
solution that will not‘propwerly fix the problem and will hit my family and friends hard.

I hope you'll reopen some of the discussions that lead you to alternative 7. Please involve more

. motorcycle, ATV and 4wd users in this process

Thank you for your consideration of my comments.

Sincerely,



Barrett Brown
PO Box 1280
North Plains, OR 97133
bsrbrown @teleport.com




FROM THE DESK OF

Member: Juniper Acres Community Committee

Bureau of Land Management ‘ _ .
ATT: Teal Purrington v R EC EIVE D
3050 NE 3" St. L ,
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 1 4 2004
' BLM PRINEVILLE

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Ma.nagement Draﬁ : ’ DISTRICT
- Public Comment Plocess :

January 7,2004

Bureau of Land Management Administration,

This paper is a written description of my comments pertaining to the Upper Deschutes Resource
Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement. I will provide comments according to
the format you have suggested in the Executive Summary.

I wish to withhold my name and address from pubhc inspection by requesting conﬁdentlahty

1. Cite errors in the Analysis:

A. The greatest errof in the analysis is 1he way the issue teams were made up. The issue team
members didn’t represent a broad based group of individuals. Most issue team members were
either BLM representatives or Federal, State and County employees. The smaller or second
portion included those who are more environmentally active and are probably affiliated with an
environmental group of some kind.

The small percentage that was left over made up your average mixed group of people. They were
either retired people or those who could somehow participate without disrupting their jobs. As
the meetings continued this group suffered the most loses. These conditions along with others
kept the issue teams from being properly represented. Those who had financial incentives were
way more dominant.’

~* B. Another major error exists in the analysis because more research and information is needed.

The Draft material is to incomplete to support several proposals in Alternative seven. Historic
Range Vegetation Management is a primary example. A tremendous change in land use policies
and management is necessary under the Historic Range concept. The vegetation treatment
proposed in alternative seven isn’t properly supported at this time. The Draft doesn’t adequately-
address the juniper woodlands transition and development. The juniper woodlands expansion is
occurring not just because the natural fire frequency cycles have been disturbed. New research
indicates that the expansion is occurring because of other circumstances that the BLM hasn’t
addressed adequately. I’ve already had numerous discussions with BLM representatives about
these circumstances. The BLM has yet to show any concerns regarding this matter. The BLM has
already made up its mind. New information is available on this issue from professor Lee E.
Eddlemans, 1994 Western Juniper Woodlands Science Assessment. -
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C. The analysis information the issue teams were given is very slanted. The analysis material is
largely supported by the Columbia River Basin Report. This report tries to use the pre-settlement
past as a guideline to future goals and direction. The report criticizes numerous environmental
conditions that exist as a result of human settlement and occupancy. The report tries to promote a
desire to mimic environmental conditions that supposedly existed before European settlement.
Let’s just call it Historic Range of native variability. I don’t currently support this agenda because
it doesn’t complement a free market based economy. The Deschutes River basin has already been
transformed into an environment that accommodates human growth and development. The
Deschutes River basin was declared a reclamation project a long time ago. “Reclaim from the
desert” lets keep it that way. Hector McPherson, Oregon’s founder of land use planning, was a
big supporter of central Oregon’s growth and development. Hector knew it’s better to populate
this part of Oregon because of its poor soil conditions and arid weather patterns. Hector realized
that central Oregon is predominately made up of secondary lands. These are lands of lower
stature due to inherent natural and native conditions. The Draft material does an effective job of
over inflating the planning areas true character. This over inflated condition is illustrated by the
BLM’s need to support every proposed ACEC.
D. The Collaborative Planning process had its share of errors also.

~* The large issue team meetings were always carried out by following the BLM’s preplanned
format. ‘ ! _ '
* The meetings always started off with an agenda that was generally new and unexpected. This
made it literally impossible to affect the meetings outcome. Issues and concerns that may have. -
developed from previous meetings were never handled properly at the next meeting.
* The large issue team meetings were spaced to far apart. We should have met more often.
* More debate and discussion should have centered on the AMS information itself.
How can you support a position when the information you must use is either inaccurate or

- incomplete? ‘ '

The collaborative planning process is useless when you have faulty and misleading information -

- to work with. After awhile you start to feel like your just a puppet in the scheme of things.

2. Provide new information that would have a bearing on the analvsis: .
‘A. The fire frequency cycle information should only be used as a written account of past wildfire

occurrences within the planning area. New information suggests that more research is needed to
support any major conclusions that the current wildfire information may suggest.

B. The Draft summarizes the history and development of western juniper woodlands in the
planning area. New information shows that the current Draft material is incomplete. The Draft
excludes the effects that private land uses have on juniper development. The Draft doesn’t
provide enough research information on the juniper seed germination process. Current

information is inadequate to properly understand how juniper seed is being spread and scattered.

More research and study is needed to address these key issues.

C. The Draft information doesn’t cover any aspects of CO2 assimilation. New information

indicates that the western juniper is the best carbon sink vegetation in the planning area. CO2
assimilation should be a part of vegetation management strategy. The analysis has yet to

 incorporate this very important issue into the planning process. It should also be pointed out that

ecological studies of western juniper-woodlands are incomplete in many respects. Refer to

professor Eddlemans western juniper assessment for more specifics.
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3. Request clarification:
A. I'm requesting at this time that all of the issues and concerns I’ve described receive proper and
adequate written clarification.

4. Cite misinformation that may have been used and could affect the outcome of the analysis:
A. The BLM is misleading issue team members by stating their use of public lands won’t affect
private land use rights. BLM land use management activities do in fact affect private land use
rights. The reason why this occurs is because the BLM, given enough time and resources, can
completely change the character of a specific area. A major character change can lead to the
redefining of that area. A newly defined area generally uutlates state and county land use zoning
changes that will apply to that particular area.
The South Millican area can be used as an example. The BLM has improved wildlife habitat in
South Millican. These efforts have changed wildlife conditions. As a result, Deschutes County
implements a new wildlife area combining zone for the same area. It turns out the new zoning
code contains specific standards that take away private land use rights. If you visit the Deschutes
County Planning Department a planner can explain the process in more detail. ,
The Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife is also involved in county land use planning
activities. ODFW regularly opposes conditional use permit approvals. This type of permit is
often required for home construction in rural areas. A permit denial occurs quite often due to
wildlife concerns brought forth by ODFW. This state agency also defines wildlife areas and
highly influences rural county zoning requirements. This relationship between three different
government agencies plainly illustrates how wildlife changes on BLM land can and does affect -
private land use rights. If this process was made more clear to all issue team members I sincerely
think it would affect the analysis outcome. This issue is of the utter most importance, therefore
I’'m requesting clarification from the BLM. Everything should be clarified in writing.

5. Concluding comments: _ _
A. As this planning process developed from its origin I came to the realization that fear and

emotion are the main forces driving this process. Alternative seven is largely a product of
political manipulation through fear and its effects on decision making. This fear element was
introduced in the very beginning by the original AMS document. The AMS tries to support and
promote the rational that anything that could change the integrity of native environmental
conditions is a threat. Any action or activity that could affect the native picture is a threat and
must be addressed Every threat is associated with a particular fear.

“Lets see now”, there is:

The fear from 1111 eats to the integrity of pative plant commu111t1es

The fear from threats of population growth and development, -

" The fear of threats from vandalism and dumping,

The fear from threats of unhealthy eco-systeris and wildlife habitat,

The fear from threats of motorized recreation and its impacts, '

The fear from threats of inadequate public health and safety,

The fear from threats that human caused land uses will harm the environment,

The fear from threats that old growth juniper isn’t protected enough,

The fear from threats of water depletion caused by excessive juniper expansion and last but not
least, The fear from threats that BLM lands aren’t adequately blocked up.
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There 1s no doubt fear from threats has played a very significant role in this process. The analysis
and Draft proposal should support much more objective thinking. The entire plan should be
based on objective strategies that will promote the best outcome for the future. This Draft
proposal is unacceptable because it is contannnated by too much fear, threat based emotion and
personal prejudice. :

6. Summary:
A. The issue team members didn’t represent a broad based group of individuals.

B. The Draft material is to incomplete to support several proposals in alternative seven.

C. The Draft information is not objective enough.

D. The collaborative planning process suffered because of to much preplanned format.

E. Fire frequency data shouldn’t be used as a crystal ball approach to decision making..

F. More research and study are needed to adequately understand the dynamics of western juniper
woodlands.

G. CO2 assimilation needs to be included into vegetatlon management strategy.

H. BLM land use management activities do in fact affect private land use rights.

I. Fear is the main driving force in this process.

J. Alternative seven is largely a product of political manipulation through fear from threats.
K. The Draft process is contaminated by too much fear, threat based emotion and personal
prejudice. ,

“Supplement” .
For the record- No accurate irrigation maps or reclamation information was ever introduced or

utilized throughout this entire process. My requests for such information has been denied since
the early stages. The same thing happened when I requested information on agriculture and its
effects and contributions to our current wildlife conditions.

Thank you,

Member: Land Use’s Issue Team; (Grazing and Mining). -
Member: Social and Economic Benefits Issue Team.
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Paul D. Dewey  AttomeyatLaw

1539 NW Vicksburg
o . Bend, Oregon 97701
January 13, 2004 o - | (541) 317-1993

;o

Prineville District Office

Bureau of Land Management | o RECEIVED

United States Department of Interior

Attention: Teal Purrington o
3050 NE Third Street _ JAN 1 4 2004
Prineville, Oregon 97754 BLM PRINEVILLE
PISTRICT

. Re:  Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and

Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Ms. Purrington:

I am writing on behalf of the Sisters Forest Planning Committee (“SFPC”), a cohservation
organization which has been involved in private and public land use planmng in Central Oregon
for nearly 20 years. The members of the SFPC both live and recreate in Central Oregon and in
particular recreate on and live around the BLM lands which are the subject of the above planning
process. ;

The SFPC would like to sui)mit_ the following comments:

1. Land tenure and exchange issues.

A prin:ary concern of the SFPC has been the BLM’s provieion for “community eXpanSion” for

the City of Redmond, along with associated transportation planning. A concern of the SFPC is
that the EIS mentions no legal authority of the BLM to consider such “community expansion.”
Furthermore, there is no need identified though such need is generally discussed at page 19 of
Volume 2. That reference incorrectly describes the BLM lands as “adjacent” to Redmond’s core
developments. In reality, the BLM land is to the east and south of the edges of the City.
Stimulation of private land speculation should not qualify as “community expansion.” See the
attached articles on attempts by private parties to acquire County land next to these BLM
commumty expansion” areas.

Elsewhere the need is described as Redmond being 5,500 acres short of what it needs for further
development, based on a 20-year population forecast. (See Volume 2, p. 548) The problem with
this needs analysis, if it is that, is that the 20-year population forecast underlying the acreage

need assessment has been revoked by the County after an appeal by the SFPC to the Land Use
Board of Appeals (“LUBA”). See the attached SFPC brief, County materials and LUBA

decision. A further population analysis is in process and the preliminary analysis shows that the -
City of Redmond has greatly exaggerated its proposed population forecast, and thus its need for
additional acreage. See the attached January 6, 2004, analysis, pointing out how the Redmond
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numbers are inflated. Additionally, even if the City of Redmond were accurate in its population
and acreage forecasts, there is no reason why such land could not be found on existing private
and county lands surrounding Redmond. No need has been shown for the ut111zat10n of the
pubhc lands under the jurisdiction of the BLM.

There is also an inadequate range of alternatives in the EIS which in Alternatives 2-7 all show
allocation of lands to the south and east of Redmond for a conveyance for community expansion.

Other land tenure concerns include:

- a) \

b)

2

The SFPC agrees with the proposed acquisition of private lands in the Tumalo,

Northwest and Badlands areas. Additional acquisition would also be good in the

southern Cline Butte area so that there would be a connection between the wildlife
' management locations in the Tumalo area and the area east of the Cline Falls

Highway.

The Northwest area should be in Zone 1, since ad_] oining private lands are shown to
be a priority for acqmsmon B , _ o

An area on the east side of Cline Butte rrear Eagle Crest is shown as'Zorie 2, but it
should be Zone 1 since it is next to private land which is shown to be acquired.

Page 233 of Volume 3-states that public lands to be provided for “community needs”
include lands for a park between Eagle Crest Phases II and III. The SFPC questions
such specific provisions for land exchanges with particular private parties without full
disclosure of all the matters being considered for that property

The Guldelmes on page 233 are also not clear in describing what lands would be used
for “community expansion” as opposed to open space and highways. There is also no
explanation why other lands could not be used for transportation needs. No adopted

and State-acknowledged transportation plans which would use this land are identified.

Alternative 7 is the most extreme of the alternatives, having fewer Zone 1 lands and
more Zone 2 and Zone 3 lands in combination than Alternatives 2-6, making sales
and exchanges more likely. (Page 511) The Plan lacks clear public safeguards to
preserve public values in the face of pr1vate land speculation.

Transportatlon.

The SFPC agrees that the Smith Rock and Tumalo areas should be closed year round. In
. addition, the southern end of Cline Butte should be closed year round in order to connect the
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Tumalo area and the east s1de of the Cline Falls nghway which is shown to be closed. In
add1t10n, the Northwest area should be closed year round. _

3. Recreation.

The SFPC agrees that the Badlands, Tumalo and Smith Rock areas should be managed
exclusively for non-motorized recreation. In addition, the Northwest area should be managed for
exclusively non-motorized use. In Alternative 7 it is shown only as non-motorized emphasis.
Such non-motorized exclusive management is necessary in order to protect wildlife, old growth
juniper and the much néeded non-motorized recreation experience which is otherwise
disappearing in the area as Central Oregon is so rapidly developed.

4. s Wlldhfe

The SFPC agrees w1th the primary wildlife management emphams for the Northwest area, Smith
Rocks and Tumalo. To make the transportatlon, recreation and wildlife management emphases
consistent, this Northwest area, again, should be made non-motorized exclusive and closed to
motor vehicle use year round. There should also be a wildlife management emphasis area
connecting Tumalo with the area east of the Cline Falls Highway. -

5. ACEC.

The SFPC supports Alternative 7 except to request the additional ACEC designations of Smith
Rocks (see Alternative 3), Alfalfa Market Road (see Alternative 3 for old growth), Juniper

* Woodlands (see Alternative 3 for old growth), and Sage Grouse (see Alternative 4). The latter
ACEC is particularly needed considering the recent ESA petition filed for protection of sage
grouse. ,

6. Archeologtcal and Indian use areas.

The SFPC supports the closure of caves and closure of bolted climbing routes in order to protect
pictographs. In addition, the SFPC supports the protection of other Indian sacred sites and
archeological features. While the EIS identification of plants and areas of traditional cultural -
significance is good (Vol. 2, pp. 223-224, 320-321), there appears to be an omission in terms of
vegetative management to encourage and protect those plants. So far, it appears that the BLM in
its planning documents is only addressing these areas in terms of access and land exchanges. In
addition to those issues, vegetation management to protect and encourage those plants for use by
the native peoples should also be identified in this planning process, in the Objectives, Rationale,
Guidelines and Treatment Priorities in Vol. 3, pp. 206-209.
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment and please let us know your final decision on these
issues. \ . '

Very truly yours,

PAUL DEWEY

PD:ao
Attachments
cc: SFPC



? dmond considers
annexing property
within growth area

/2y (03
y Eric Flowers .
he Bulletin
REDMOND — Violet Ham-
iond has little use for the city.
She prefers the pace of life on
er 23-acre hobby farm east of
edmond.

But now the city is interested
t Hammond, or, more precisely,
er piece of real estate, which sits
utside the city limits but within
1e city's urban growth bound-

y.
That makes 77-year-old Ham-

lond nervous. I annexed, Hami-

lond would be forced to pay city
roperty taxes, which would in-
:ease her tax bill more than one
iird. It's enough, said Ham-
tond, to force her into selling the
)md ~*= has owned for close to
K }Jped that I could turn it

vex ._ my kids, but with them

anexing into the city I now that

impossible,” she said, Friday
ternioon as she took a break
om yard work.

Hammond's predicament is
ke that of many other residents
ho live on the outskirts of fast-
rowing Redmond and prefer to
main outside the city. =~
‘While it is not uncommon for
1e city council to annex small
leces of property into Redmond,
ected officials are now consid-
fing a plan that would bring
early all of the land within the

than growth boundary into the.

It.'»s an area of more than 2,000
sres.scattered across the west-
m and northeastern city bound-

v .
Next week city council mem-

bers will meet with representa-
tives of the University of Oregon
in a Tuesday evening workshop
to discuss a recent annexation
study conducted by the universi-
ty for Redmond.

The meeting is another step in
a long process that will likely cul-
minate in a ballot question to vot-
ers who will decide where the
city should grow.

City councilors say they want
to study annexation out of fair-
ness to residents already inside

the city. Councilors say those |

residents pay for roads and other

city services enjoyed by those

that live outside city limits, .
“We're all elected by the citi-
zens as a whole, so we need to

-look at the interests of the city as

a whole. Some people are going
to feel like we are putting bur-

dens on them, but at the same -

-time they have been able to live

close to the city and enjoy all the .

amenities of being close to a
city,” said Mayor Alan Unger. -

Still, councilors expect to meet ,

opposition from residents like
Hammeond who want to stay free
of city government and city tax-
e .

S. :
“We already know that it’s a
very hot topic on people’s minds.

. They do have strong feelings and

it’s an emotional thing,” said Joe
Mansfield, city councilor, :
Mansfield, who recently re-
turned from vacation, said he
hadn’t yet read the more than
100-page report on the city’s an-
nexation options by the Universi-
ty of Oregon’s Community Plan-

ning Workshop.
See Redmond /C12
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Redmond
Costs outweigh any
annexation benefits,
report says -

Continued from C1

Councilors had hoped the re-
port would answer questions
about the ¢ity’s financial liability
that emerged early in the discus-
sion of annexation, said Mans-
field.

“As people have kicked (an-
nexation) around, each time we
came to the conclusion that we
didn't understand the economics
of it,” he said.

The report answers some of
those questions, but it’s possible
that the city council won't like
what it hears. .

According to report, the costs
associated with annexation out-
weigh the potential financial
gains to the city in each of the
eight zones examined.

In some cases the costs far out-
strip any new revenues.

For example in one area, a 308-___
acre site in the northeast corner -
of the city’s urban growth bound-
ary, the city would have to spend
nearly $7 million to extend city
services like water-and sewer to
the area. In return, the city could
expect to collect $3.6 million in
property taxes.

Those kinds of numbers are
part of the reason that home
owners like Bill Bodden want the
city to stay put. Bodden, who
lives in the South Heights neigh-
borhood has fought earlier at-
tempts by the city to annex his
corner of the county.

During the last attempt, Bod-
den said 80 of his neighbors, rep-

. resenting almost the entire popu-

lation of South Heights, signed a

"petition opposing annexation, He

says they will fight again if the
city pushes the issue.

“I regard most annexations as
hostile talkeovers,” Bodden said.
“It’s a hostile takeover to raise
more revenue.”

~ Eric Fiowers can be'reached
‘at 541-504-2336 or .
eflowers@bendbulletin.com,
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Report tells Redmond councilors
annexation could be profltable

ByEric Flowers  '%/24/43
The Bulletin

- REDMOND — A new report

+indicates that annexing more
than 2,000 acres of land current-
ly _outside the city limits may not
cost as much as first thought.

Redmond city councilors got a '

first glimpse earlier this week of
an unfinished report that shows
the city may bring more money
into its coffers than it pays out in

- public improvements and ser-
vices, such as new roads and po-
lice patrols if it decides to annex
all land inside its urban growth
boundary.

An initial report compiled by
the University of Oregon’s Com-
munity Planning Workshop,
which works as a consultant on
local and state planning issues,
found steep costs associated
with annexation.”

- The May 2000 report by the
workshop stated that Redmond
could pay up to $22,000 an acre
to develop lands outside the city
limits at a deficit of up to $10,000
per acre because of the costs of
prov1dmg water, sewer and oth-
er services.

“This is a very important step,
(but) it doesn’t mean the whole
analysis is complete,” Council-

man Joe Mansfield said of the.

new repoOrt. “But the results were
very positive both in the immedi-
ate future for the city and long
range.”

The preliminary report by
Andy Parks, a consultant and
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former city of Bend finance di-
rector, estimates the city will see

a net annual increase of

$618,000 in its general fund if the
entire 2,169 acres were brought
into the city.

“The revenue forecast is based
on an assumption that the entire

" area is developed fully.

The news, which was deliv-

Greg Cross / The Bulletin

ered to city councilors at a Tues-
day morning work session, has
rekindled interest in a wholesale
annexation of lands inside the
city’s urban growth boundary.
“We want to be fair and equi-
table, but I think the movement
is toward serious annexation,”
Mansfield said.
See Annex /B4
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I. STANDING OF PETITIONER
Petitioner, the Sisters Forest Planning Committee (hereinafter the “SFPC™), appeared .

personally and in writing before Respondent, Deschutes County (hereinaft.\er'the “County”), at

| public hearings held on the legislative plan amendment regarding the Deschutes County

Coordinated Population Forecast 2000-2025. The SFPC has filed a timely Notice of Intent to
Appeal pursuant to ORS 197.830 and, thus, has standing o appeal pursuant to ORS 197.830(2).
| Il. STATEMENT OF CASE |
A. NATURE OF THE LAND USE DECISION
. The challenged decision is Ordinance No. 2003-001, with its attached findings, adopted

on March 26, 2003.
B.  RELIEF SOUGHT

Petitioner asks that LUBA remand Ordinanég No. 2003-001 and its associated findings.
C. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS

The Deschut_es County Coordinated Population Forecast violates -Statevﬁde Goal 2 where
the County’s key assumptions and calculé,tions lack an adequate factual base. A fundamental
problem with the County is that it does not show how it calculated its numbers. It states a variety

of assumptions and statistics, but does not bring them together or otherwise show how it

{l determined the numbers it began with or how it adjusted those numbers with any particular

assumption or assumptions to reach its totals. Much of the County’s referenced source data is
also not in the Record.

An example of a statistic on which the County principally relies in its calculations is the

|| number of building permits issued over a certain time period or within certain jurisdictions. The

County errs, though, by utilizing these total building permit numbers without deducting for such
factors as the permits being for replacefnent dwellings (being accompanied with demolitions of
existing dwellings), as some building permits not resulting in actual construction, and as some

construction not being occupied.

Page 1 - PETITIONER SFPC’S PETITION FOR REVIEW
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' Though the County acknowledges that growth may be affected in the coming decades
due to a variety of constraints, in partlcular with regard to water, the County makes no
adjustments in its growth caleulatlons based on such constraints. Th1s is despite evidence in the
record that Bend currently only has a five-year supply of water to accommodate future growth.

The County is also inconsistent in its application of sources of data without sufficient
explanation as to why the sources of data are considered valid for some uses but not for others.
For example, the County utilizes two different population totals for Redmond for the year 2000.
The County’s analysis is not supported by expertise and methodology to do a supportable study.

' Each of the separate calculations for the rural coimty, Bend, Redmond and Sisters is R
similarly flawed for the above reasons. These calculations also have separate problems such as
the unsupported and unexplained assumption of Redmond’s “aggressive growth policies” being a
justification for its growth projections. | _

‘Where the County’s analysis and data are so madequate that the pubhc was not able to |

provide meaningful comment, Statewide Goal 1 was v1olated Despite repeated requests by the
publicfor addlt_lonal information on the forecasting, the County did not prov1de adequate
answers to enable the public to understand how the Coun;cy was calculating its figures.
1.  First Assignment of Error. |
The County erred in adopting its population forecast where its general aséumptions as
well as its calculations are not supported by an adequate factual base as required by Statewide
Planning Goal 2.
a. Argumenf No. 1
There is not an adequate factual base to support the County’s calculations where the
source data and the actual calculations the County used are not included in the Record.
b. Argument No. 2
There is not an adequate factual base to support the County’s assumptions and

calculations involving building permit data.

Page 2 - PETITIONER SFPC’S PETITION FOR REVIEW



1 c. | Argument No. 3
2 There is not an adequate factual base to support the County’s assumption that there are no
3 || constraints on growth due to a lack of water and schools and due to the recession.
4 d. Argument No. 4
5 There is not an adéquate factual base to support the County’s calculations and
6 | assumptions where the County inconsistently used different sources of information and did not
* 7 | fully explain such different uses, sources and inethodology.
8 2.  Second Assignment of Error.
9 The County e;'red in adopting its population forecast for the individual cities and thc
10 }{ unincorporated county where its assumptions and calculatith are not suppdrted by an adequate
11 factual base as réquired by Statewide Plahm'ng Gdal 2. | |
12 a.  Argument No.1
13 There is not an adequate factual base to support the population figures for the
14 || unincorporated county. e B
15 | b. Argument No. 2 |
16 - There is not an adequate factual base to support the population figures for the city of |
17 || Bend.
18 c. Argument No. 3
19 There is not an adequate factual base to support the population figures for the city of
20 || Redmond. o
21 d. Argument No. 4 ,
22 There is not an adequate factual base fo support the population figures for the city of
23 || Sisters.
24 3. Third Assignment of Error.
25 The County erred in its public process on the Coordinated Population Forecast by failing
26 || to provide adquate information on how it calculated its figures and on the source data it utilized,

Page 3 - PETITIONER SFPC’S PETITION FOR REVIEW
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thereby makihg it impossible for the public to meaningfully comment on the proposai, in
violation of Statewide Goal 1 and the County’s Citizen Involvement Program. .
D; SUMMARY OF MATERIAL FACTS

Oregon law requires counties to develop coordinated populatlon forecasts for use in
maintaining and updating comprehensive plans. ORS 195.036. The County’s Coordinated
Population Forecast is a critical planning document because it forms the foundation for other
planning decisions, including for cities to determine the amount of land needed for industrial and
residential uses. (Rec. 333) It is also used to determine when infrastructure will be needed.
(Rec 333) Such mfrastructure development can, in turn lead to a surge in population growth
(Rec and A. 14) ! }

The County first adopted a Cbordinated Population Forecast in i998. (Rec.and A. 4) It
was a two-year process in which the County and the cities of Bend, Redmond and Sisters
reviewed the most recent popuiation forecast from a variety of soﬁrces including 1) the Portland
éfate University Center for P—opulation Research and Census, 2) fhe Department of |
Transportation, 3) Woods and Poole, 4) the Bonneville Power Administration, and 5) the State
Department of Admjlﬁstrative Services Office of Economic Analysis—(Rec. and A. 4)

bThe County states that when the 2000 Census and population eétimates by Portland State
Univers‘ity (PSU) showed that the pqpulgtions of the cities and the county were gfowing faster
than contemplated under the 1998 fbrecast, it decided to update the 1998 forecast. (Rec. and
A.4) The Census data for 2000 showed the county at 115,367 (compared to the cdunty 1998
forecast for 2000 of 113,23 1), Bend at 52,029 (compared to.the county forecast of 46,607),
Redmond at 13,481 (compared to the county forecast of 17,241), Sisters at 959 (compared to the -
county forecast of 1,100), and the unincorporated County at 48,898 (compared to the county
forecast of 48;2835. (Rec. anci A. 6; Rec. 421) Much of the shortfall in the estimation for the

population of Bend appears to have been made up by the excessive predictions for the cities of

1«Rec.” indicates the page in the County Record; “A.” indicates the page in the attached Appendix.
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1 || Redmond and Sisters. (Rec. and'A. 6; Rec. 421) Another population projection in the Generai
2 Plaﬁ shows grthh as being less than predicted, with 128,200 having been predicted for 2000.
3 | (Rec. 168) |
4 The County received a grant from the Oregon Department of Land Conservation and
‘5 || Development (DLCD) in February of 2002 to coordinate another round of population forecasting
6 | in anticipation of new OEA numbers. (Rec. and A. 12) The effort involved six meetings among
7 | staff of the four jurisdictions and representatives from DLCD. (Rec. and A. 12) OEA released a
8 | preliminary, unofﬁcial forecast for Deschutes County in 2002. (Rec. 78) Absent official
9 | numbers from OEA, the County prepared its own forecast for the jurisdictions in five-year
10 | increments up to the year 2025. (Rec. and A. 14) )
11 Aﬁother OEA draft estimate came out in January of 2003. (Rec. and A. 12) The County
| 12 | did not alter its ﬁgﬁres in light of the new OEA numbers. (Rec. 82, A. 53) .Thg adopted county
13 || numbers for 2025 were for an overall population of 231,220 (compared to 209,919 in the lategt '
14 || OEA estimate). (Rec. and A. 8; Rec. 82, A. 53) This is a difference of approximatél;é:i-b‘%;.
15 || (Rec. 82, A.53) Sucha difference betweeil the OEA numbers and the Countyis'adopted
16 || numbers also.apply for the years 2010, 2015 and 2020. The difference for the year 2005 is
17 approx1mately 7%. (Rec. 82, A. 53)
18 Hearings were held before the Deschutes County Planning Commission on December 12,
19 2002, and before the County Commissioners on January 29, February 12 and March 12, 2003.
20 (Rgé. and A. 34) ‘ |
21 | III.  LUBA’S JURISDICTION
22 The County made a final land use decision under ORS 197. 015(10). LUBA has
23 jurisd1ct10n to review such local government land use decisions pursuant to ORS 197.825(1). A
24 | local government decision iS a “land use decision™ not only if it meets the definition of “land use
25 |l decision” in ORS 197.015(10), but also if it meets the “significant impact test” established by
26 |l City of Pendleton v. Kerns, 294 Or. 126, 133-34, 653 P.2d 992 (1982). Ordinance No. 2003-001
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and its associated findings is a land use decision because it concerns amendments to the
Deschutes County Comprehensive Plan and application of the Stateﬁzide‘ Planning Goals. The
Ordinance also has a significant impact on land uses.

IV. FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

The County erred in adopting its population forecast where its general assumptions
as well as its calculations are not supported by an adequate factual base as required by
Statewide Planning Goal 2.

A.  Assignment of Error 1; Argument No. 1 |

There is not an adequate factual base to support the County5s calciilations where
the source data and the actual calculations the County used are not included in the Record.

A fundamental requirement for projected population figures is that they have an adequate
factual base and that counties be able to explain their methodology and conclusions and specify

the evidence upon which they rely. See DLCD v. Douglas County, 33 Or. LUBA 216, 224

(1997);,"-DLCD v. Douglas County, 37 Or. LUBA 129 132 (1999), and Statemde Planmng

Goal 2
~=1. Lack of source data in the Record. _

Much of the source.data on which the County relies is simply missing from the Record,
including:
1) | the 2‘000 Census data (referred to in the Findings at Rec. and A. 17, 23-24, 26, and 28);
2) the PSU July 1, 2000, certified population numbers (referred to at Rec. and A. 8);
3) the PSU July 1, 2002, certified population numbers (referred to at Rec. and A. 17 ),
4)  the PSU annual reports (referred to at Rec. and A. 27); '
5)  the County GIS data on which it relied (referred to at Rec. and A. 8);
6) the 1997 OEA numbers (referred to at Rec. and A 17);

7 the 2002 OEA numbers (referred to at Rec. 82 and A. 53);
11 8) the OEA, PSU and other data used in Table 10 (referred to at Rec. and A. 31);

%9 in-migrant age data for Deschutes County (referred to at Rec. and A. 27-28); and
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10)  analysis of Bend and Redmond housing costs (referred to at Rec. and A. 31).

It is not sufficient for ﬂle County to simply quote numbers from these sources. This is
particularly the case When the County cites more than one of these sources as the basis for some
nuniber it comes up with. | (See, for example, Table 9 at Rec. and A. 27 and Table 10 at Rec. and
A.31) - .

2. Failure to show or explain calculations. “

A further proble;1 is that the Counfy does not show or explain how it calculated its
numbers. |

a) Base Year 2000 numbers.

The County does not explain how it came up with its Base Year 2000 numbers. These
numbers are critical since they apparently form the basis for subsequent period calculations. The

County describes the source for its July 1, 2000, data as: “PSU certified population for cities and

county GIS date for UGB areas and the rural population.” (Rec. 8) In its Findings, the County

éwtes that its total county population number “is higher than the PSU estimate of 109,600.”
(Rec. and A.15) Unfortunately, the PSU July 1, 2000, certified population numbers and the GIS

data are not in the Record.
In order to depict the sources (or lack thereof) for the County’s Base Year 2000 numbers

we have put together the followmg chart from matenal in the Record:

Bend Redmond  Sisters  Unincorp. Co. Total Co.

County Base Year 2000 as of 52,800 115,505 1,100 - 48,283 117,688
July 1, 2000 (Rec. and A. 8) -

2000 Census as of April 1, 52,029 13,481 959 48,898 115,367
2000 (Rec. 386, A. 84) :

County 1998 Forecast for 46;607 - 17,241 ‘1,100 48,283 113,231
2000 (Rec. and A. 6) : ' : :

- This chart reveals that the true source of the County’s Base Year 2000 numbers for
Sisters and the unincorporated county was the County’s “forecast” back in 1998. How and why
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the County says it utilized PSU certified numbers and GIS data to come up with what are

bt

2 || actually 1998 forecast numbers for Sisters and the unincorporated county are not known. We

3 || present the 2000 Census numbers here because they are close in time(April 1.) to the date of

4 { July 1,2000. The County’s July 1, 2000, number for Bend seems reasonable considering the

5 || Census April 1, 2000, number. There is also no explanation for the County ignoring the 2000

6 || Census data. We see no explanation for the Redmond numbers; Again, no PSU certified

7 numbers.for July 1, 2000, are in the Record. |

8 The County’s high numbers for Redmond and Sisters in 2000 are particularly noteworthy

9 |l since the County apparently accepts (see Rec. and A. 31) the July 1, 2002, PSU prel'miinary
10 || estimated numbers for these cities which are 16, 110 for Redmond (Rec. 390, A. 8'8) and 1080
11 || for Sisters (Rec; 390, A. 88). This would mean erelatively low growth rate for Redmpnd from
12 || 2000 to 2002, with an increase of only 605 people in two years (15,505 to 16,110) and an actual

) loss in population for Sisters of 20 people in two years (1,100 to 1,080). | o
14 b) Extrapolation from the Base Year 2000 numbers. -
15 “There is simply no explanation for how the County reached its forecast numbers. Unlike

16 || other counties, Deschutestounty did not come up with specific projections for births, deaths,

17 .|| and migration patterns or with progressions for specific growth rates. See DLCD v. Douglas
18 || County, 37 Or. LUBA et 137 where Douglas County came up w1th speciﬁc‘ projections for
19 || births, deaths, and migration patterns. Deschutes County states that it did not utilize birth, death
20 || and migration rates because it does not have easy access to sﬁch data. (Rec. 80) |
21 . Rather, the County claims to have used growth rates and patterns, or trend data. (Rec.
22 |fand A. 13) Butit fails to identify any specific rates or how it a\pplied the rates. In contrast, see
23 || Tipperman and Meclver v. Union County, __ Or. LUBA ____ (LUBA No. 2002-140) (2003)
24 || where Union County came up with an annual everage growth‘rate (AAGR) of a certain
25 percentage. | | | ‘
9
)
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Deschutes County does not discuss any growth rates it applied to the Base Year 2000
numbers. It does identify growth rates, however. The non-urban county numbers, for example,
are shown to grow 10.94% in the first five years, 13.17% in the second five years, 11.23% in the
third five years, 8.93% in the fourth five years, and 5.02% in the last five years. (Rec. and A. 8)
However, these percentages do not appear to be separately deﬁved and then applied to the source
population numbers to come up with the projected totals. Rather, the unexplained percentages
seem to have been calculated after the five-year numbers were already decided upon.

B. . Assignment of Error 1; Argument No. 2 |

There is not an adequate factual base to support the County’s assumptions and
calculations involving building permit data.

The County several times in its Findings relies on numbers of building permits issued by
various jurisdictions as the basis for its population projections. (Rec. and A. 17, 18, 20, 31; Rec.
79) For determining the growth of the ﬁnincorporated coﬁn’cy, the County used an historical’
averagé of 910 building permits per year (using a 12-year historic average). (Rec. and A. 18, 20)
For ﬂle city of Redmond, the County also cites numbers of building permits asvsubstantiation for
its population proj ections. (Rec. and A 31) '

LUBA has questioned simplistic uses of building permit numbers as a basis for

determining population projections in at least two cases. In Concerned Citizens of the Upper

Rogue v. Jackson County, 33 Or. LUBA 70, 105 (1997), LUBA noted that consideration must be

given “to the strong possibility that some building permits did not result in actual construction, -
that démolition may have offset new construction or that some construction was not immediately

occupied.”

i

Similarly in Tipperman, Or. LUBA at the Board questioned the County

_—

assumptions on building permit data, including that no dwellings were abandoned, demolished or

'replaced, and that the authorized dwéllings were actually built and occupied.
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In this case, the Coﬁnty fails to identify how many of the “910 building permits per year”
were actually built or were replacement buildings. The fact that houses were built also ‘doe_s not
mean they are occupied. See the artiqle on the slowing housing market in Bend, showing
statistics of a significant downturn in the percentage increas¢ of houses actually sold. (Rec. 70,
A. 50) Following an 18% increase in the number of houses soid in 2001 from 2000, the increase
in the number of homes sold in 2002 from 2001 was only 3%. The article also notes that the
pace of building is not slowing (Rec. 70, A. 50), suggesting a growing gap between the number
of building permits and what is being sold. If a county only looks at the number of building
permits, instead of what is actually built and occupied (or replaced), then it is inflating the actual
growth. / | |
C. . Assignment of Error 1; Argument No. 3

- There is not an adequate factual base to support the County’s assumption that there
are no constraints on growth due to a lack of water and schools and due to the recession.

B The County repeatedly acknowledges that it should consider constraints to growth in its

o

analysis of the population forecast. It fails, however, to actually calculate the effects with regard
to such factors as water, schools, and the economy.

1. The water shortage.

In its discussion of Bend, the County addresses the City’s “ability to pfovide for growth
(infrastructure ‘supply’),” (Rec. and A. 28) and observes that the City will need to obtain
additional water rights. (Rec. and A. 29) Indeed, City of Bend materials in the Record show that
with a growth rate of just 1,000 dwelling units per year, Bend has enough water to provide less
than five years of growth. (Rec. 154, A. 67)

The text axﬁendment adopted by the County for its Comprehensive Plan states: |

In the fall of 1998, the Oregon Water Resources Department acknowledged that
virtually all groundwater in the Deschutes River basin discharges to the rivers of
the basin. The Water Resources Department may place restrictions on the
consumptive use of groundwater to protect the free flowing nature of the

- Deschutes River, instream water rights and existing water rights. These
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1 restrictions may affect the use of groundwater resources for future development
and consequently affect the future growth and allocation of population in the
County and the three urban jurisdictions. (Rec. and A. 5)

L o Despite this evidence and these findings, the County includes no factor in its calculations

that “it seems more reasonable at this time to assume that permits for an adequate water supply

will be obtained than to assume that they will not.” (Rec. and A. 29) There is no factual basis or

2
3
4
5 [ito acknowledge this growth constraint. Instead, the County simply states for the city of Bend
6
7
g [ explanation for this assumﬁ!;ion. In Concerned Citizens, 33 Or. LUBA at 101 énd 105, LUBA

9 |frejected such unsuppoﬁed assumptions. '

10 ‘The County does not even assert that this unsﬁpported assumpﬁon of water availability is
11 [ applicable t;) Reqund, Sisters and the rest of the County, though its text améndmenf '

12 | acknowledges that consumptive use restrictions may “affect the future growth and allocation of

13 || population in the county and the three urban jurisdictions.” (Rec. and A. 5) (Emphasis added)

_—

14 One way in which lack of water can be a growth constraint is ‘where city and county code

15 | development provisions require adequate water facilities and infrastructure for approval of zone

- 16 | changes and subdivisions. Relevant excerpts from the Bend Code are attached in Appendix B.

17 2. - Lack of school facilities. _ |
18 ' Another growth constraint not adequately addressed by the County concerns schools,

" 19 || particularly with regard to Redmond. The County addresses school inﬁ'astructme for the city of
20 | Bend and concludes that the historical experience of the Séhool District passing bonds for new
21 [l school construction and faqility improvements “suggests that a lack of school facilities is
99 | unlikely to act as a significant growth constraint.” (Rec. and A. 29) Yet when it comes to
23 || Redmond, the County does not even address the subject. This is despite the fact that Redmond
24 | has qonsistently failed to pass bonds, including in 2000 and 2002. (Rec. 72, A. 52) Applying the
25 |l same analysis the County did for the city of Bénd, the County would have to conclude that

26 |
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inadequate schools are a growth constraint on Redmond and adjust the growth proj eetiens
accordingly. o |

. Thisisa grthh constraint not only due to city code provisions regarding zone changes
and subdivision approvals, but also due to ORS 195.110(10) which allows inadequate school
facilities to be the sole basis fer denying development applications where plan amendments and
zone changes are involved. See ORS 197.015(11).

3. The current economic recessibn.

The County includes no adjustment to growth due to the current economic recession. In
fact, the County only addresses it once its findings, stating: “Economic Recession — the most
recent recession did not slow growth in Deschutes County or Bend.” (Rec. and A. 30)
(Emphasis added) The only support cited for this statement is thet the number of non-farm wage
and salary jobs in the County increased from 51,500 to 54,020 from January of 2001 to
September 0f2002. (Rec. and A. 30) There are several problems w1th this analysis. First, the

recession is not in the past tense, it is continuing as eﬂdenced by the 2003 data on the slowmg
housing 'market in Bend. (Rec. 70, A. 50) Second, no correlation is made between jobs and

population growth. . The jobs could be going to the existing population, not necessarily to

NeWCOmers.

D. Assignment of Error 1; Argument No. 4

There is not an adequate factual base to support the County’s calculations and
assumptions where the County inconsistently used different sources of information and dld
not fully explain such different uses, sources and methodology.

LUBA in the Concerned Citizens case, 33 Or. LUBA at 100-101, addressed the
complexity of population analyses and the need for expertise2 to do them:

We agree with Citizens that testlmony from a witness who is not shown to be
qualified by education or experience to evaluate the evidence and draw
conclusions concerning a highly technical and complex subject raises substantial

. 2Inthe Tipperman case, Or. LUBA at , LUBA clarified its statement in Concerned Citizens to
state that its finding of a lack of substantial evidence had more to do with countervailing evidence and internal flaws
than just the consultant’s qualifications. Such countervailing evidence and internal flows are also present here,
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1 evidence concerns, particularly when it is contradicted by evidence such as the
5  official population estimates prepared by CPRC and letters from CPRC experts.
3 The County in this case did not retain any expert consultants. It also inconsistently
4 1l utilizes source data without adequately explaining why. For example, the County for the most
5 | part dismisses OEA’s projections as too low.> (Rec. and A. 17) Yet when it comes to
6 forecasting the growth for the unincorporated county, the County finds OEA’s growth rate
7 | projections too high. (Rec. and A. 23) It should be noted that OEA apparently did not have a
8 | separate growth rate projection for the non-urban county. The OEA growth rates quoted by the
9 || County are apparently for the County as a whole. (Rec. 147, A. 60) The County also gives a
10 |l seemingly contradictory eXplailation for its use of the OEA. numbers:
11 County Staff relied on the proposed draft growth rates from OEA for each five-
2 year period for forecasting the change of the unincorporated population of
: Deschutes County over the forecast horizon. Staff assumed lower rates of growth
13 in each period. (Rec. and A. 23) ‘
14 Ifthe County Staff “relied on” the draft growth rates from OEA, then it is not explained why the .
15 || Staff then turned around and assumed lower rates of growth than OEA in each period.*
16 The County in its Findings also alternates between using the Census numbers and the
17 || numbers the Couhty came up with for the Base Year 2000. See Table 10 where the County uses
18 || the Census numbers for Redmond for the year 2000 (13,481) (Rec. and A. 31) versus Table 2
19 | where it uses it own numbers for Redmond of 15,505. (Rec. and A. 15) In Table 4 the County
20 | '
21 * The County also asserts that 1997 OEA projections for 2000 were low, by almost 5,000 (Rec. and A. 17).
(Note that this difference is inflated by the County s use of its own Base Year 2000 number instead of the Census
22 | figure.) |
23 4 Little éxplanation is given by the County for its differences with the OEA ﬁumbers except that the OEA
|} method is allegedly “less useful when a large share of the forecast increase is due to people moving into an area.”
24 |t (Rec. 13) No authority for that assumption is prov1ded Despltc the large differences of 9-10% between the OEA
and the County’s numbers and the OEA’s expression of surprise by the “big difference” (Rec. 45, A. 46), the County
25 || suggests in its text amendment to the Comprehensive Plan that it relied on the OEA numbers: “The Oregon Office
_ of Economic Analysis (OEA) provided a draft population forecast for Deschutes County that the County and the
26 || cities relied on in developing the forecast.” (Rec.4) (Emphasis added) The reality is that it appears that the County
relied very little, if at all, on anything the OEA has done.
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uses the Census numbers of 115,367 for the overall County population (Rec. and A. 17) versus
Table 2 where it uses its own numbers of 117,688. (Rec. and A. 15)

Thé County not only inconsistently uses these different population numbers, but it also
extrapolates perqentages of growth rates in wayé most favorable to their arguments. By using the
lower 13,481 Census figure for Redmond’s 2000 population in Table 10, the County can show a
higher annual growth rate from 2000-2010 than if it had used its 15,505 figure. (Rec. and A. 31)
Table 10 currently shows an average annual growth rate of 6.53% from 1990 to 2000 (7,163 to
13, 481) and a higher growth rate of 7.53% from 2000 to 2010 forecast (13,481 —(27,873). If the
County had actually used the 15,505 figure it adopted for the Base Year 2000 (Rec. and A. 8),
the growth from 1990 to 2000 would be 164% over the .'1.0-year period (7,163 t o 15,505) and
from 2000 to 2010 would be 79% (15,505 t;) 27,873); a decrease.’ Also, to calculate its “persons
per housing unit” figure of 2.1, the County used the Census population ﬁgufe of 115,367 for the
whole County (Rec. and A. 24), rather than the County’g édopted 177,688 ﬁgure. (Rec. and
A. 8)-

As LUBA noted in Concerned Citizens, 33 Or. LUBA at 101, the PSU estimates are

rendered more credible by the-opportunity provided to cities to challenge them and the incentive
(higher tax distributions) for the cities to do so. That is also presumably the case with Census

numbers. If Redmond in fact believed that the Cénsus numbers were inaccurate, it should have

challenged them. Again, it is also not explained why the 2000 Censﬁs numbers for Bend were

apparently a_tccuraté but the Redmond numbers were not. In Concerned Citizens, 33 Or. LUBA

at 105, LUBA observed how J ackson County used the PSU figures for some years but then
rejected them for others without adequate explanation. LUBA rejected the County’s numbers
because they were based on “incomplete data and changing and unsupported assumptions.” Id.

at 105.

* We give overall growth rates for the 10-year periods since we do not understand how the County came up
with its average annual growth rates. The result is the same in showing a decreasing growth rate for Redmond.
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V. SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

The County erred in adopting its population forecast for the individual cities and
the unincorporated county where its assumptions and calculations are not supported by an
adequate factual base as required by Statewide Planning Goal 2.

A. Assignment of Error 2; Argument No. 1

There is not an adequafe factual base to support the population figures for the
unincorporated county. :

In addition to the above problems which affect the County’s determination of the
unincorporated county numbers, there are other problems with these numbers, including: 1) the
use of “persons per housing unit”; 2) the assumption of no more resorts in the County; and 3) the
assumption of no building in commercial forest lands. -

The use of “persons per housing unit” is not adequately explained by the County. (Rec.
and A. 23-24). The “housing unit size” of 2.1 was developed simply by dividing the 2000
Census figure for the Coi.mty (115,367) by the total number of Egusing units (54,583). No

justification is given for this methodology. The relationship betv;reen housing density and second
homes is not explained (Rec. 246)." Alsb,‘ the difference between fhis 2.1 figure and the County
1998 1.95 household size (Rec. and A. 4) and Bend 2.3 persons/household (A. 42) is not
explained. No reason is given for the use of the Census figure of 115,367 instead of the Coimty’s
Base Year 2000 number of 117,688. | |

In DLCD v. Douglas County, 37 Or. LUBA at 141, LUBA rejected that County’s
“household size” calculations where there was no evidence in the record on persons per
household for retirees and where the County did not explain the role of thé household size
assumption in its calculations. Similarly here, there is no breakdown of this “housing unit size”

between different age groups; localities and other factors. The County also does not explain how

|l it actually used this “housing unit size” in its population calculations.

Furthe_miore, the discussion of this factor by Deschutes County is in the section on the

unincorporated county and it is not explained if the factor was applied elsewhere. If applied only
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to the rural county, it is not explained Why total county numbers were used to come up with the
“housing unit size.”

The County’s figures for the rural county also do nof include any further destination
resorts beyond the already-approved Pronghorn and Eagle Crest III (Rec. and A. 25) despite the
fact tliere remain significant areas zoned for destination resorts. Possible additional resorts, such
as Cascade Highlands, could significantly add to the non-urban county numbers. (Rec. 140) The
County also assumes no dwellings in the corporate-owned timberlands. (Rec. and A.21) This is
in spite of the fact that Crown Pacific has been partitioning and selling off its forestlands. (Rec.
156-158) That the County assumes there will not be any dwellings in the corporate-owned
timberlands is simply not realistic. |
B. Assignment of Error 2; Argument No.2 |

- There is not an adequate factual base to support the population figures for the city
of Bend

.In addition to the above problems affecting the County’s figures for Bend, other problems
with the County’s Bend projections include: 1) the County’s use of “current age groupings™; 2)
the failuie to provide a factual basis for its in;migration and out-migration projections; and 3) the
unexplained use of “household unit size.”

Part of the basis for the County s calculation of Bend’s population is a factor called
“current age groupings.” (Rec. and A. 27-28) Based on the assumption that “[m]ost of the
recent population increase has come largely from ‘in-migrants’ that are baby-boomers and the
following generation of children and grandchildren rather than elderly retirees” (Roc. and A. 27),
the County utilined the U.S. Census Data for 2000 to show the age distribution for Bend and -
project that tliere will not be a significant natural declino (death due 1o aging) of the existing
population and that the echo generation will continue to add to the births (Rec. and A. 28) The
problem with this analysis is that the slender basis for assuming that most “in-migrants” are

baby-boomers is because of “the rapid increase in school age children in the Bend schools.”
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'(Rec. and A. 27) Even if part of the increase in school age children was due to in-migrants rather

than existing residents, an increase in children does not mean that there are fewér elderly retirees
than baby-boomers moving to Bend.

A related pfobiem is that the County fails to provide a factual basis for its in-migration
and out-migration projections. Considered to be one of the most volatile elements in population
projections (Rec. and A. 12), “migration” and its statistics are barely discussed. (Rec. and A. 27-
28) See DLCD v. Douélas County, 33 Or. LUBA at 224 where the failure to specify migration

data was determined to violate Goal 2. |
It is also not clear, again, how the Co’unty utilized the household size factor for Bend.
Statistics fof second homes fo.r Bend are apparently not the same as the whole county‘ (Rec. 194)
and one planner gave an assumption of 5% of all new homes in Bend being second homes. (Rec.
194) The Bend General Plan actually sfates that 10% of new dwellings are for second homes
and ;racaﬁon homes. (A. 42) . }
C. - Assignment of Error 2; Argument No. 3

There is not an adequate factuai base to support the population figures for the city
of Redmond.

In addition to the above problems affecting the County’s calculations for Redmond,
another problem is with a key premisé in the County’s one-page high growth analysis for
Redmond: “the city’s aggressive growth policies.” (Rec. and A. 31) Nowhere are these
“aggfessive growth policies” explained, let alone identified. Even if they exist in some form,
such policies also do not necessarily equate to actual aggressive growth.

Another factor that is not adequately explained by the County is that “housing prices are
lower than Bend.” (Rec. and A. 31) It is not explained how that will cause Redmond to take an
increased share of the county population. (Rec. and A. 31) Average prices of a city do not
necessarily mean anything. Within the average price for Bend, for example, there could in fact

be a gr‘eatér number of available houses at a lower price than exist in Redmond.
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(SO

pd e

14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
"6

j

W O 9 O th A W N

D. Assignment of Error 2; Argument No. 4

There is not an adequate factual base to support the population figures for the city
of Sisters. ,

In addition to the above problems with the County’s calculations applicable to Sisters,
and in particular that the County’s numbers for 2002 are less than those for 2000, there is also a
problem with its extremely high projected growth rates of over 40% for certain five-year periods.
(Rec. and A. 8) Other than availability of sewer, no explanation is given for this rate. |
Originally, the County was going to predict a population for Sisters m 2025 of 2,548 (Rec. 411),
but ended up predicting 4,167. (Rec. aﬁd A. 8) No explanation for this large change is given,
| and the Coﬁnty fails to address the obvious constraints to growth poséd by all the surrounding
federal land byi Sisters. o ' '

VL. THIRD ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

The County erred in its public process on the Coordinated Population Forecast by
fallmg to provide adequate information on how it calculated its figures and on the source
data it utilized, thereby making it impossible for the pubhc to meaningfully comment on
the proposal in violation of Statewide Goal 1 and the County’s Cltlzen Involvement
Program.

Where the County failed to provide enough informaﬁon or to explain its calculations and

methodology, it was impossible for the public to meaningfully participate'in this process, in

violation of Statewide Planning Goal 1. The Statewide Goal 1 provides in relevant paﬁ:

To develop a citizen involvement program that ensures the opportunity for
citizens to be involved in all phases of the planning process ... the program shall
provide for continuity of citizen participation and of information that enables
citizens to identify and comprehend the issues. .(Emphasis added)

One of the components of the Goal regarding “Technical Information” provides: “To |
assure that technical information is available in an understandable form.... Information
necessary to reach policy decisions shall be available in a simplified, understandable form.”

We are aware that LUBA in past cases has read Statewide Goal 1 narrowly, stating that

LUBA would limit its review to the contents of the Citizen Involvement Program. Casey Jones

~ Page 18 -PETITIONER SFPC’S PETITION FOR REVIEW



1 [| Well Drillinvg,‘Inc. v. City of prell, 34 Or. LUBA 263, 284 (1998). In another case, Friends of
2 : Cedar Mill v. Wa_shingio'n County, 28 Or. LUBA 477, 483 (1995), LUBA ruled that a local
3 |l government did not violat_g Goal 1 or Coinprehensive Plan policies implementing the Goal by
4 | adopting a decision six weeks after the final planning Staff Report was available, where a great
5 || deal of citizen involvement and part1c1pat1on preceded issuance of the final Staff Report. In thls
6 || case, citizen involvement and partlc1pat10n was thwarted where the County did not reveal
7 || underlying facts and analysis of its proposed populatlon forecast.
8 As the case at bar exemplifies, there is no opportunity for meanjng-fui public participation
9 || where the County fails to give adequate information that enables the public to identify and
10 || comprehend the issues. ‘As the fundamental building block for Oregon’s land use process, Goal
11 | 1'must be considered to have some content and not just form. | '
12 Furthermore, the Citizen Involvement Program of the County as found in the
13 Comprehens1ve Plan at Chapter 23.124 calls for involving people in a productive manner” in
14 | the ongomg leg process of updatmg and unplementmg the comprehenswe plan. (Rec 174)
15 [ The County’s involvement of the public in this process was not productlve where the most basic
16 |} facts and analyses were not disclosed for the public to comment on them.
17 Where the County is réqujred tb follow Statewide Goal 1 and its Citizen Involvement
18 || Program, it should be considered a violation of the above to have a process in which the County
19 [ provides inadequate information to the public for them to be able to participate in legislativé
20 |l amendments. As reflected by the repeated letters from the 'Siéters Forest Planning Committee
21 | and 1000 Friends of Oregon, numerous questions were presented to the County requesting the
22 | missing information. On J anuary 29, 2003, the SFPC wrote:
23 The “Discussion and Explanation” of the “Final Report™ continues to fail to
adequately explain the underlying assumptions of this forecast. As a result, there
24 is an insufficient basis to provide meaningful public comment and for the
25 Commissioners to make a well-reasoned decision on the best forecast. (Rec. 242, -
A.73)
26
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On February 12, 2003, the SFPC wrote:

Simply arguing that OEA in the past had made a low projection is no basis to
reject the current analysis, particularly since the County fails to analyze the OEA
numbers or to explain how its own numbers are calculated.

% % %k %

It is impossible for the public to comment on the County’s numbers where there is
no explanation of the calculations. More explanations and disclosures of numbers
and methodology plus an extension of time for the public to comment on them is
needed. (Rec. 140, A. 54) (Original emphasis)

On March 12, 2003, the SFPC wrote:

The County is simply not giving the public enough information to be able to
determine whether or not the County’s proposed population forecast is
reasonable. For example, it is not adequate to merely state that OEA predicts a
lower net migration for the state in the coming years. No numbers are provided
and no explanation is given for what the “lower net migration” means. (Rec. 69,
A. 49) ' '

In each of the above letters the SFPC goes into gre;ét detail identifying gaps in information and
analysis. :_1 000 Friends of Oregon similarly requested such detailed information. (Rec. 245-249, -
A. 75-79; Rec. 3'18-321, A. 80-83) The County ultimately faile& to provide the underlying data
and analysis and' the bulk of the requested information.

VII. CONCLUSION
Based on the foregoing reasons, LUBA should remand the County’s Decision and

Findings on this legislative amendment.

DATED this 7® day of July, 2003.
Respectfully submitted,

RSN

Paul D. Dewey, OSB# 78178
Attorney for Petitioner SFPC
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CERTIFICATE OF FILING ‘
I hereby certify that on July 7, 2003, I ﬁléd the original of this PETITIONER SFPC’S
PETITION FOR REVIEW, together with four copies, with the Land Use Board of Appéals,
550 Capitol Street, NE, Suite 235,)Salem, Oregon 97301-2552, pursuant to OAR 661-0 10-
0075(2)(B), by first-class mail.
DATED this 7" day of July, 2003.

D

Paul D. Dewey, OSB# 78178
Attorney for Petitioner SFPC

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on July 7, 2003, I served a true and correct copy of this
PETITIONER SFPC’S PETITION FOR REVIEW by first-class mail on the following.

person:

Laurie E. Craghead

Assistant Legal Counsel o
Deschutes County Administration Bldg.
1130 NW Harriman -

Bend, OR 97701

DATED this 7™ day of July, 2003.

R

Paul D. Dewey, OSB# 78178
Attorney for Petitioner SFPC

CERTIFICATE OF FILING AND SERVICE
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BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS

FOR THE STATE OF OREGON
SISTERS FOREST PLANNING COMMITTEE,
Petitioner, | ' LUBA Case No. 2003-058
v. o MOTION TO DISMISS
DESCHUTES COUNTY,
- Respondent.
Pursuant to OAR 661-010-0065(2), Respondent moves the court for an order to

dismiss the above-entitied matter.

CERTIFICATE OF COMPLIANCE WITH UTCR 5.010

Respondent certifies that it has attempted to confér with Paul Dewey, legal counsel for
Petitioner, concérning the issues which are the subject of this motion. Mr. Dewey is aware of the
motion, however, due to his scheduled vacation 1 have not heard if he objects. Upon Mr.
Dewey’s return, | will attempt to confer with him and advise the Board promptly of our
conversation.

POINTS AND AUTHORITIES

Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss is based upon the fact that Respondent has scheduled
a repeal of Ordinance 2003-001, therefore, the appeal will be moot. A copy of the draft agenda
request and ordinance repealing Ordinance 2003-001 is attached as Exhibit “A.” Respondent

will provide an affidavit and copy of the signed repealing ordinance on August 13, 2003.

Page 1 - MOTION TO DISMISS

S:\Legal\Litigation\LUBA\SFPC Population Forecast - 2003-058\Pieadings\Motion to Dismiss.doc

DESCHUTES COUNTY LEGAL COUNSEL
1130 NW Harriman Street
Bend, Oregon 97701 )
Telephone: 541-388-6623 * * * Facsimile: 541-383-0496
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Respondent also agrees that Petitioner is entitled to its costs pursuant to OAR 661-10-030(1)
and OAR 661-10-075(1)(b)(C).

Respectfully submitted by:

Laune E. Craghead, OSB #922
Deschutes County Assistant Legal Counsel
of Attorneys for Respondent

Page 2 — MOTION TO DISMISS
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DESCHUTES COUNTY LEGAL COUNSEL
1130 NW Harriman Street
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Deschutes County Board of Commissioners
1130 NW Harriman St., Bend, OR 97701-1947

(541) 388-6570 - Fax (541) 388-4752 - www.deschutes.org

| AGENDA REQUEST AND STAFF REPORT
DEADLINE: The folloWing items must be submitted to the Board's secretary no
later than noon of the Thursday prior to the Board meeting.

* This agenda request form * Maps of the subject property and
* Your staff report ‘ general area, if appropriate
* Any relevant backup information * The original documents to be approved

The Board's secretary will route your original documents to Legal Counsel for
approval if necessary. Please do not give your documents directly to Legal Counsel.

All boxes must be completed.

Department/Division: Person Submitting Request:  Contact Phone #:
Community Development - Damian Syrnyk 385-1709

Date Submitted: Person to Attend Meeting: - Date of Meeting:’
August 6, 2003 Damian Syrnyk August 13, 2003

Descnptlon of Item (as it should appear on the agenda), and Action Requested:

Public Hearing on Ordinance 2003-078, An Ordinance Repealing Ordinance 2003-001: the the 2003 -
Coordinated Population Forecast for Deschutes County and the cities of Bend, Redmond, and Sisters.

Background Information (please attach additional pages as appropriate):

The purpose of Ordinance 2003-078 is to repeal the coordinated population forecast adopted through
Ordinance 2003-001 in March of this year. The Sisters Forest Planning Committee (petxtxoner) filed a
Notice of Intent to Appeal this decision to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) in April.
Staff and County Legal Counsel, in conjunction with planning and legal staff of the three cities, have
reviewed the petitioner’s brief before LUBA and believe it raises legitimate questions and issues that
are best addressed before the Board in a public process involving all the parties.

Budget Implications:

Long range pianning staff (Principal Planner and Senior Planner) time in the preparation of additional
ﬁndings, any changes, and coordinating public review of forecast.

Policy Implications:

The proposed ordinance would repeal the forecast adopted in March of 2003. The forecast adopted in
1998 will remain in effect until the new forecast is completed.

Disiribﬁtion of Documents after Approval:

Return copy of signed ordinance to Staff for notification of the pames and for the Department of Land
Conservation and Development,

Rev, 7-03

EXHBIT_©&  PAGE_\



MEMORANDUM
TO: Board of County Commissioners
FR: Damian Syrnyk, Senior Planner
CC: Catherine Morrow, Principal Planner; Laurie Craghead, Assistant Legal Counsel

DATE: August 7, 2003

SUBJECT: August 13, 2003 Public Hearing on Ordinance 2003-078: Repeal of 2003
Coordinated Population Forecast. '

The Board of County Commiissioners will hold a public hearing at 10:00 a.m. on Wednesday,
August 13, 2003 to take testimony on Ordinance 2003-078. You will find a copy of the proposed

ordinance enclosed with this memofandum

As proposed, this ordinance would repeal the coordinated population forecast the Board
adopted through Ordinance 2003-001 in March of this year. This ordinance amended Section
23.16.020 of the Deschutes County Code, the Population chapter of the County’s o

Comprehensive Plan, to replace a population forecast adopted in 1998 with the 2003

coordinated population forecast.

Paul Dewey, on behalf of the Sisters Forest Planning Committee, filed a timely Notice of Intent

to Appeal to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) petitioning for judicial review of the -

forecast. The petitioner filed its brief before LUBA on July 7, 2003. Staff and Legal Counsel
have reviewed the brief and believe that the petitioner has raised legitimate issues that are best
addressed in a public process before the Board and for the purpose of improving the population

forecast. —

Staff recommends the Board adopt Ordinance 2003-078, with the emergency clause proposed,
so Staff can begin coordinating with planning and legal staff of the cities of Bend, Redmond, and
Sisters to address the issues raised in the appeal before a public hearing before the Board.:

/DPS

Quality Services Performed with Pride

Community Development Departmen.

Planning Division Building Safety Division Environmental Health Division

117 NW Lafayette Avenue Bend Oregon 97701-1925
(541)388-6575 FAX (541)385-1764
http://www.co.deschutes.or.us/cdd/

EXHIBIT W PAGE_



REVIEWED

LEGAL COUNSEL
REVIEWED

CODE REVIEW COMMITTEE

For Recording Stamp Only

BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DESCHUTES COUNTY, OREGON

An Ordinance Amending Title 23, the Deschutes
County Comprehensive Plan, of the Deschutes
County Code, to Repeal a Coordinated Population
Forecast for Deschutes County and the cities of Bend,
Redmond, and Sisters, Adopted through Ordinance
2003-001, and Declaring an Emergency.

ORDINANCE NO. 2003-078

* K O* X ¥ ¥

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners (“Board™) adoptéd a revised coordinated popu]aﬁon
forecast for Deschutes County and the cities of Bend, Redmond and Sisters on March 26, 2003 through
Ordma.nce 2003-001 after coordmatmg with the cities on the development of the forecast; and

WHEREAS the amendments to Deschutes County Code (DCC) Section 23.16.020, Population, adopted
- —=———" - through Ordinance 2003-001, became effective on June 25, 2003; and

"WHEREAS, the Sisters Forest Planning Committee, one of the parties before the County, filed a timely
Notice of Intent to Appeal to seek judicial review of this forecast before the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals

(LUBA); and

WHEREAS, the Board believes that is in the public interest to address the questions raised in the appeal
before the people of Deschutes County; and

WHEREAS, the Board believes that it is in the best interest of the County to repeal the ongmal
ordinance adopting the forecast for the purpose of addressing the issues raised on appeal and adopting any new
findings in support of the population forecast;

WHEREAS, ORS 197.610(2) authorizes a local government to submit an amendment to its
comprhensive plan or land use regulations to the Department of Land Conservation and Development
(“DLCD™) “with less than 45 days® notice if the local government determines that there are emergency

circumstances requiring expedited review; and

WHEREAS, the Board has determined that the need to address the issues raised in the appeal is an
emergency circumstance requiring prompt repeal of the ordinance and, therefore, less than 45 days’ notice to

DLCD; now, therefore,

THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS OF DESCHUTES COUNTY, OREGON, ORDAINS
as follows:

PAGE 1 of 2- ORDINANCE NO. 2003-078 (8/13/03)
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Section 1. AMENDMENT. DCC 23.16.020 is amended to read as described in Exhibit "A,” attached
hereto and by this reference incorporated herein, with new language underlined and language to be deleted in

strikethrough:

Section 2. EMERGENCY. This Ordinance being necessary for the immediate preservation of the '
public peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist, and this Ordinance takes effect on its passage.

DATED this day of ~ , 2003.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
OF DESCHUTES COUNTY, OREGON

DENNIS R. LUKE, Chair

. , ' TOM DEWOLF, Commissioner

MICHAEL M. DALY, Commissioner-

Date of 1 Reading: day of ' ,2003. R

Date of 2™ Reading: day of ___ ,2003. -
Record of Adoption Vote - :
Commissioner ' Yes No Abstained Excused
Dennis R. Luke
Tom DeWolf

Michael M. Daly

Effective date: dayof _ , 2003,

ATTEST:

Recording Secretary

PAGE2 of 2- ORDINANCE NO. 2003-078 (8/13/03)
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EXHIBIT "A"

23.16.020. Populatlon. ‘
ORS 195.025(1) requires the counties to coordinate jocal plans and population forecasts. Deschutes County

coordinated with the cities of Bend, Redmond. and Sisters to develop a coordinated population forecast. In
1996, the citiesBendi—Redmond—Sisters, and the cGounty reviewed the most recent population forecasts
from the Portland State University Center for Population Research and Census, the Department of
Transportation, Woods and Poole, the Bonneville Power Administration and the State Department of
Administrative Services Office of Economic Analysis. After review of these projections, the cities and

Deschutes County agreed on the coordinated population forecast adepted-by-the-County-in-1098-threugh

Ordinance-98-084-displayed in Table A. In 1998 or 1999. all three cities expect to adopt updated

comprehensive plans, The cities will use the coordinated population forecast numbers in_their revised
comprehensive plans,

Between _the years 1998 and 2020, the non-urban mpulatidn is projected to increase by 30.842. This
population forecast is based on an average household size of 1.95 persons. This household size is based on
census data that shows a large percentage of retirement households and second homes in the non-urban
county. The county calculated the capacity of the no-urban area to absorb the projected population based on
the best estimate of the number of existing vacant lots plus the potential new lots that could be created under
present zoning and land use regulations. The source for the numbers is a 1995 report prepared by the

county: Lamd Use Inventory and MUA-10 & RR-10 Exception Areas. The numbers from this report were
refined using county GIS data. Table B displays the potential new dwellings in exception areas, resort areas

unincorporated communities, and exclusive farm use and forestland.

The five-vear growth rate for non-urban population should decrease over time from approximately 24
percent in 1995 to 8 percent in 2020. This decline in growth rate will occur as available buildable lots in the

A coung sed and the 2rowth shlﬁs to the avaﬂable land in the urban areas.

PAGE 1 of 5 - EXHIBIT "A" TO ORDINANCE 2003-078 (8/13/03)
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EXHIBIT "A"

In the fall of 1998, the Oregon Water Resources Department acknowledged that virtually all groundwater in
the Deschutes River basin discharges to the rivers of the basin. The Water Resources Department may place
restrictions on the consumptive use of groundwater to protect the free flowing nature of the Deschutes
River, instream water rights and existing water rights. These restrictions may affect the use of groundwater
- resources for future development and consequently affect the future growth and allocation of population in

the County and the three urban jurisdictions.

PAGE 2 of 5 - EXHIBIT "A" TO ORDINANCE 2003-078 (8/13/03)

EXHIBIT_¥ PAGE o



TABLE A

Deschutes County
Coordinated Population Forecast
Bend UGB Redmond UGB Sisters UGB Non-Urban County Total
- ' County
, Population |
Year | July 1st | Five July  1st | Five July 1st { Five July  1st | Five Year
Population { Year Population | Year Population | Year Population | Increase
crease crease lggcrease
S 32.550 8.635 900 32,873 74,958
1995 | 39,720 22.03% | 12.585 45.74% | 945 5.00% 40,850 24.27% 94,100
1996 | 41.210 , 42,239
1997 | 42.652 ' ' : 43.675
1998 | 44.038 , 45,160
1999 | 45,359 46.695
O 17.34% | 17.241 37.00% |{ 1,100 16.40% | 48.283 18.20% 113,231
2001 | 47,772 _ 49,852
2002 | 48.847 : 51,472
2003 | 49.946 , 53,145
2004 | 51.069 . 54,740
22.414 30.00% | 1.250 13.64% | 56.382 16.77% 132,239
57.932 )
59,525 ST
61.014 , .
62.447
11.00% | 28.241 26.00% | 1.400 12.00% {63,853 13.25% 151,431
o 65.225
66.530
67.794
. _ 69.014
9.76% | 32.548 115.25% | 1,550 1071% |70.222 9.98% 167,911
1T ‘ : 71451 ‘
72.594
73.7156
B 74,899
W2l 68,776 8.15% | 35.845 10.13% | 1,710 10.32% | 76.022 826% . |182.353

PAGE 3 of 5 - EXHIBIT "A" TO ORDINANCE 2003-078 (8/13/03)
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EXHIBIT "A"

PAGE 4 of 5 - EXHIBIT "A" TO ORDINANCE 2003-078 (8/13/03) ’

TABLEB
‘ Deschutes County
Non-Urban Population Capaci
Exception Area | Potential
» New
Dwellings
Sisters RR10 780
| Sisters MUA10 269
Terrebonne MUA10 354
Tumalo MUA10 322
Bend East MUA10 188
Bend North/Tumalo RR10 390 |
Redmond West MUAIOD 303
Bend East RR10 . 409
Redmond/Terrebonne RR10 390
Deschutes River Woods 999
.| La Pine North 2.800
Sunriver South 3,585
SUBTOTAL 10,789
Resort Areas Potential
New .
Dwellings |
Sunriver 650
Black Butte 100 — -
Eagle Crest 300
Inn_at 7th Mountain/ Widgi 117
Creek
SUBTOTAL 1,167
Unincorporated Communities | Potential
: ‘ New
Dwellings
Alfalfa 3
Brothers 5
Deschutes Junction . 4
" | Deschutes River Woods 5
Hampton 6
La Pine 824
Millican 15
Spring River 0
Terrebonne 156
Tumalo 100
Whistlestop 3
Wickiup Junction 10
Wild Hunt . 0
SUBTOTAL 1,131

EXHIBIT _®  PAGE_9




EXHIBIT "A"

'| Forecast | Change | Forecast | Change | Foreeast | Chenge | Herecast | Change 3
13-44% 60;619
1038% 67,427
11-40% 13447
2:64% 77134

(Ord. 2003-078 § 1, 2003; Ord. 2003-001 § 1, 2003; Ord. 2000-017 § 1, 2000; Ord. 98-084 § 1, 1998; PL- °
20, 1979) | . |
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CERTIFICATE OF FILING -
- | hereby certify that on August 7, 2003, | filed Respondent’s Motion to Dismiss with the
Land Use Board of Appeals, 550 Cépitol Street N.E., Suite 235, Salem, Oreg'on 97301-2552, by
causing same to be placed in. the U.S. Mail, Certified Mail No. 7003 1010 0000 6923 5535

DATED: August 7, 2003. / —. WM
(A AL

‘taurie E. Craghead; OSB # 92266
Of Attorneys for Respondent

CERTIFICATE OF MAILING/DELIVERY
| hereby certify tha;( on August 7, 2003, | served a true copy of Respondent’s Motion to
Dismiss upon the parties Iistéd below by causing same to be placed in the U.S. Malil, first class
postage prepaid.
Paul D. Dewey
- ’ 15639 NW Vicksburg

Bend, OR 97701
Of Attorneys for Petitioner

DATED: August 7, 2003 MM
@Z (T AN Q y

rie E. Craghead, OSB # 92: 6
Of Attorneys for Respondent

CERTIFICATE OF FILING AND SERVICE



1 BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS
~ OF THE STATEOFOREGON - SEP10°03 v 8:31 LUBA

2
3
4 SISTERS FOREST"
5 PLANNING COMMITTEE,
6 Petitioner,
7
8 Vvs.
9 ‘ \ '
10 DESCHUTES COUNTY,
11 - ‘ ' : Respondent.
12 ‘
13 , LUBA No. 2003-058
14 , ‘
15 : FINAL OPINION
16 AND ORDER
17 '
18 Appeal from Deschutes County.
19
20 Paul D. Dewey, Bend, represented petitioner.
21
22 Laurie E. Craghead, Assistant County Counsel, Bend represented respondent }
23 ‘
24 BRIGGS Board Member; BASSHAM Board Cha1r HOLSTUN, Board Member,
25 partlcrpated in the decision.
26
27 DISMISSED ~09/10/2003
28
29 You are entitled to judicial review of this Order. Judicial review is governed by the

30 . provisions of ORS 197.850.
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Opinion by Briggs.

This appeal arises from the county’s adoption of Ordinance 2003-061. Ordindﬁce
2003-001 includes a revised population forecast for the cities and unincorporated areas
located within Deschutes County. Deschutes County moves to dismiss this appeal, arguing
that it is moot because Ordinance 2003-001 was repealed by Ordinances 2003-078 and 2003-
081 on August 13, 2003 and August 18, 2003, respectively. Petitioner objects to the dismissal
of this appeal.

Ordinance 2003-078 adopts ﬁndﬁgs where the cbunty concedes that assignments of
error included in the petition for review in this appeal raise legitimate concerns regarding the
county’s revised population forecast, and that the county’s repeal of Ordinance 2003-001 is
part of the county’s process to address those concerns.’ Ordinance 2003-081 specifically

repeals Ordinance 2003-001.

" LUBA will dismiss an appeal as moot, if LUBA’s decision on the merits will have no

practical effect: Davis v. City of Bandon, 19 Or LUBA 523, 524 (1990). Here, the county’s

decision to repeal Ordinance 2003-001 renders any opinion we may make on ﬁe merits of
that ordinance merely advisory. Therefore, the proper disposition of this appeal is dismissal.
- This appeal is dismissed.

! Ordinance 2003-078 states, in relevant part:

“WHEREAS, the Sisters Forest Planning Committee, one of the parties before the County,
filed a timely Notice of Intent to Appeal to seek judicial review of this forecast before the
Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals * * *; and

“WHEREAS, the Board {of Commissioners] believes that it is in the public interest to address -
the questlons raised in the appeal before the people of Deschutes County; and

“WHEREAS, the Board [of Comnnssmners] believes that it is in the best interest of the
County to repeal the original ordinance adopting the forecast for the purpose of addressing the
issues raised on appeal and adopting any new findings in support of the population forecast.”
Ordinance 2003-078, 1.
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Certificate of Mailing

I hereby certify that I served the foregoing Final Opinion and Order for LUBA No. 2003 -058
on September 10, 2003, by mailing to said parties or their attorney a true copy thereof
contained in a sealed envelope with postage prepaid addressed to said parties or their attorney
as follows: . ‘ _,

Laurie E. Craghead
Assistant Legal Counsel
Deschutes County

1130 NW Harriman
Bend, OR 97701

Paul D. Dewey
1539 NW Vicksburg
Bend, OR 97701

Dated this 10th day of September, 2003.

|

Kristi Seyfried
Administrative Specialist







January 6, 2004

To:  Damian Syrnyk, Senior Planner
Long Range Planning Division
From: Mike Sequeira

Good morning, Damian -

I have been reviewing the October 20, 2003 Draft Deschutes County Coordinated Population
Forecast 2000-2025 and wanted to share some of my questions and comments.

The particular items T will be reférring to are:

Table 15, page 24 (Bend Population Forecast)

Table 16, page 25-26 (Bend Historical Population Data)

Table 19, page 30 (Redmond UGB Population Forecast)

Table 20, page 31 (Redmond City Limit Population Data— 1980 to 2002)

Table 21, page 32 (Redmond City Limit Population Data — Annexations)

Table 32, page 39 (Population and Building Permit Forecasts for Sisters UGB: 2003 —
2025)

Summary of key points addressed

The key points that occurred to me as I read and reread the Coordinated Population Forecast
included

1. There is substantial inconsistency from section to section of the report. While that is
understandable to some degree because different jurisdictions used different approaches
in determining their forecasts, in terms of ultimate usefulness and readability it would
be valuable if there were consistency of layout in presentation from section to section.
Perhaps each section might be organized under consistent subheadings: Assumptions,

- Rationales, Description of Methodologies, Presentation of Data in Tables, Projections
and Conclusions. .

2. Assumptions used by jurisdictions are inconsistently stated, explained, and applied.

Rationales for growth rates chosen in forecasts are unexplained and unjustified.

4. In the case of Redmond’s report, there seem to be significant calculation errors. For
example, their reported projected population in 2025 is 47,169; according to my
calculations that projection is 45,009; and if Bend’s approach were applied, the
projection is 36,568.

W

As an illustration of inconsistency of presentation of data, in the discussion before Table 15
and in the table itself it is noted that in forecasting the annual growth rates for 2003-2005, an
average of the Bend historical population data for the years 1991-2002 is used; and in
forecasting the annual growth rates for 2006-2009, an average of the Bend historical
population data for the years 1980-2002 is used. One small point: based on the data in Table
16, those averages are actually for 1991-2001 and 1980-2001, respectively.

1/6/2004 Comments on Deschutes Co. Coordinated Population Forecast 2000-2025 page 1



Actually, I think my confusion is caused by the way the information in the table is presented.
For any given year, the annual percent change figure listed for Bend is the change for the next
year. On Table 20 for Redmond City Population Data, for any given year, the annual percent
change figure listed is the change for the previous year. A brief line of explanation and
consistency between the two tables would be helpful to the reader. I realize that each
jurisdiction approached the task with different, independent approaches. Nevertheless,
consistency throughout the report in presentation of baseline data tables would be an
improvement to the overall readability of the report.

Bend Population Data

In examining the data in Table 16 and checking the calculations of annual percent change, it
took me a while to realize that the percent change column used population numbers excluding
the persons annexed. My calculations suggest that in Table 21 a similar assumption was used,
though that is less clear. I think this is an appropriate approach since including persons
annexed would dramatically skew the annual percent change values upwards. This is

* particularly true for Redmond, since from 1980-1992, apparently, there are no data concerning
the number of persons annexed.

For example, the percent change in Bend from 1990 to 1991 uses the 1990 population of
20,469 and the 1991 population of 22,505-351 = 22,154 (actual population less persons
annexed) to calculate the percent change: -

22,154-20,469
20,469

annual percent change1990-1991= x100=8.23%

I think it would be helpful to clarify the calculations in these tables if

- 1. the exclusion of annexed persons and rationale for that decision were explicitly stated
in the paragraph above the tables; and
- 2. asample calculation were included, either in that same paragraph or as a footnote or in
an appendix.

The “methodology” used in developing the forecasts of the report has been referred to
numerous times at the public meeting and throughout the report. To me, methodology includes
a list of key assumptions, the rationales behind those assumptions, and the computational
methods used to generate conclusions. In general, I think all these areas of the report could be

improved. .
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For example, I first ran the numbers using the annual growth rates in Table 15 and found close,
but not exact agreement with the forecasts in Table 15.

Bend population forecasts computed using annual growth rates given in Table 15:

Annual
Computed Growth

.. Year  Forecasts  Rate

55,081
57,752
60,490

03,357

iiiBias0

68,696

71,114

73 617

ﬁumim wu[ n
{!

By

2021 100,420 1.75%
2022 102,177 1.75%
2023 103 965 1.75%

..... 785 - 1.75%
i :liﬂl Mé il Iﬁ‘ﬂﬁ"}@ff “v‘ |

Y
That brings me to my next point, the use of the 1991-2001 and 1980-2001 averages to make -
projections in Table 15. What rationale was used to choose those particular averages for the

:@

particular projected timeframes (2003-2005 and 2006-2009)? Fundamentally, my sense is that

there is really no precise answer to this question. Why, for example did the report not use the
1970-2001 average instead of the 1980-2001 average as “long-term average” since the data
were available? And why was the average applied to the 2006-2009 forecasts instead of, say,
the 2006-2014 forecasts or any of the many other possibilities? '

While it may not be possible to point to any mathematical or scientifically agreed upon
rationale here, a statement of some sort would be useful to understand the underlying
assumptions used in making these and other choices. Again, my gut reaction suggests that
these choices were made after a great deal of discussion among competent professionals in the
planning department. And while it may be difficult to distill the details of those discussions, it
would prove interesting to try to formulate the thrust of those discussioris. While other

1/6/2004 Comments on Deschutes Co. Coordinated Population Forecast 2000-2025
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interpretations are probably possible, once assumptions are stated clearly and methodologies
precisely outlined, conclusions should follow. While parties to the process may continue to
disagree and negotiate assumptions, knowing exactly what those assumptions are would go a
long way to dispelling many concerns.

Redmond Population Data

I would now like to comment on the part of the report presented by the Redmond jurisdiction.

I must say that the discussion beginning on page 29 is vastly superior to the initial Redmond
report in the February, 2003 document which was woefully inadequate and incomplete. That
said, there are still concerns. As I did for Bend, I first ran the numbers using the annual growth
rates given in Table 19. Rather than close agreement as I found for Bend, I found quite
different results than those shown in Table 19. In particular, using Table 19 growth rates led to
a population forecast for 2025 of 45,009 rather than 47,169 in the original table. That amounts
to almost a 5% difference. '

Redmond population forecasts computed using annual growth rates given in Table 19:

Annual
Computed Growth
Year Forecag@ Rate

2001 16,714

2002 17,834
T ——-2003 18,958 B
2004 20,05
s
2006 22,388

2007 23,562
2008 24,730

2012 29,603
2013 30,876

s
i
2016

2017 35,878
2018 37,026

2 40,
2022 41,592
2023 42,715

2024 43 868
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Conversely, if one assumes that the population forecasts in Table 19 are correct and calculates
the corresponding annual growth rates, those rates differ from those presented in Table 19. I
am not sure how to reconcile these differences.

Redmond annual growth rates computed using population forecasts given in Table 19:

Computed
Annual

{gons
2006
2007
2008

39,79 3.25%

W5 £
42,275
2022 43,499
2023 44,723
g %8?4 el 1141’? '134!;;3
e aniesll

On page 29 under the city of Redmond Population Forecast, mid-term (1990-2002) and long-
term (1980-2002) historic population changes are noted as “Data sources used in developing -
the population forecast for the Redmond UGB area.” However, unlike the use of these data in
calculating forecasts presented in the Bend section, I see no actual calculation of those mid-
term and long-term averages for Redmond. Nor do those results seem to play any role in the
development of forecasts in the Redmond section of the report.

The population forecasts in Table 19 do not make use of those averages. This table is quite
puzzling for several reasons. First, this table refers to the Redmond UGB Population Forecasts
while all the data presented refer to Redmond city limit populations. No explanation or

relationship is established or discussed between the UGB and Redmond city limits data.
| Second, the annual growth rates used for population forecasts in Table 19 are nowhere
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explained. Third, there is no rationale stated or even implvie'd for the different annual growth
rates used in Table 19.

Why, for example, do the annual growth rates decrease in value each year since 2001 by
varying amounts except for 2010-2011 when the rate increases by 0.2%? Again, referring to
Table 15 the c1ty of Bend made explicit use of its mid-term and long-term average growth rates
to compute projections through 2010 and then explicitly shifted to agree with the OEA
averages. I’ve discussed my questions about the use of those numbers earlier, but in the case
of Table 19 much larger questions seem to go unaddressed.

I found the footnotes to Table 19 to be utterly confusing and in need of clarification. For
example, the footnote marked with ** reads, “The 5 year growth rate increases were derived
by taking the difference between the 5 year periods, and dividing this number by the baseline
number for each 5 year interval.”

The paragraph following Table 19 seems embarrassingly trivial compared to the lack of any
serious attempt to explain methodology throughout the rest of the Redmond report. In my
opinion, explaining in words and symbols that 15,216 = 13,770 + 1,446 is hardly worth the
space. '

While there is apparently no requirement that Redmond use Bend’s assumptions about
changing growth rates illustrated in Table 15, it is interesting to see what the Redmond
forecasts would be if this set of assumptions were applied to Redmond.

That is, if one applies the average growth rate for Redmond from 1990-2002 ( 7.05% ) to
forecast populations from 2003 — 2005 and also applies the average growth rate for Redmond
from 1980 - 2002 ( 4.30% ) to forecast populations from 2006-2009 and the OEA Average
Growth Rates for Deschutes County to forecast populations from 2010 — 2025, the following
table shows the dramatic long-term differences from the actual report.

Redmond population forecasts computed using annual growth assumptions used in Table
- 15, Bend:

Annual
Computed Growth

1/6/2004 ' .Comments on Deschutes Co. Coordinated Population Forecast 2000-2025 page 6



Sisters Population Data

Finally, I have a question concerning the approach used by the Sisters jurisdiction. Yet another
set of assumptions, rationales, and computational methods has been applied to create the
forecasts. Most glaring are the projected residential building permits through 2025 noted in
Table 32. The footnote does not help clarify the ups and downs of the forecast building
permits. At the public meeting I attended on November 6, 2003 I recall the response by a
representative from Sisters to a question from Paul Dewey about the projected forecast of
- - .building permits in the future. The question, as I recall, concerned how those numbers were
, determined. The response was something about “regression to the mean” or something similar.
' I have questioned my colleagues in statisfics about the meaning of that phrase and they could
'not explain what it meant nor how it might apply to the projections presented. Again, this
.+..confirms my uneasiness about the unclear methodologies used by the various jurisdictions in
preparing their forecasts.

Residential Building Permits Sisters

120
100
80 i

60 |

Number of Permits

40 &

20 4

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 ) 2025 2030
i Year
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I do find it fascinating that each jurisdiction chose significantly different approaches to the
problem of population forecasting. Given the diversity of methods, it would seem some
attempt at a unifying explanation would be appropriate. From a lay reader’s perspective, I find
it frustrating to realize that the diverse methods result in equally diverse forecasts throughout
the report. As the table on the previous page showed, by applying one jurisdiction’s strategy to
a different jurisdiction can lead to dramatically different conclusions. Without some
overriding agreement as to assumptions, rationales, and computational methods it appears just
as reasonable to apply any jurisdiction’s approach to the other jurisdictions, with wildly
different conclusions. :

In summary, I think this version of the report is a vast improvement over the February, 2003
report and appreciate the opportunity to help clarify other details. I know that some of my
concerns are simply picky details, but I have tried to point those items out, as well as issues of
more substance in the hope of helping to make the final document as clear as possible for
interested decision makers as well as the general public who take your work as seriously as do
the crafters of the report. : :
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DEC 8 0 2003
Oregon Outback Rural Fire Protection District ‘ ,
| 0.ORFPD. | Vil
12/26/03

. To Whom It May Concern:

O.0.R.F.P.D. is a newly formed fire district located in North Klamath County (see
attached map). We are requesting that we are able secure a section of property located
within our district for the purpose of a Fire House/Community Center. In addition, we
plan to install a Heli-pad for emergency purposes. Chris Mickle of the U.S.F.S. has
expressed interest in utilizing the facility for parking Forest Service vehicles. Walker
Range Fire Protection Dist. has expressed the same. ‘

At this point, we are looking for an adequate amount of property (50 acres) not
only for today, but also to comply with our 20year projection for the community. The
property of interest is located in the “middle” of our district in the Township of 23 South,
R 10East, Section 27, adjacent to and East of Beal Rd and West of BLM Rd 3386. This
location will give us the ability of a prompt response time to not only structure fires and
emergency services, but to wild land fires as well. The location makes it a prime area for .
a State or Federal Command Center and will allow us to support fire fighters with '
adequate water, power and camping facilities in the event of a wild fire.

We look forward to your supporf.

Included: Feasibility study as presented to Klamath County -

0.0.R.F.P.D.

Jeff Coiner
Steering Committee Chair - '
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Oregon Outback Rural Fire Protection District
* Serving Northeastern Klamath County

To: Klamath County Commissioners ;
Re: Opero’ring budget(s) for O.O.R.F.P.D. N g

We as constituents of Northeastern Klamath Coun’ry respec’rful!y submit fo
you, our Board of Commissioners, the proposed operating budget for
years 1 and 3. The following information was extrapolated from a variety
sources including in no particular order, straw polls, tax rolls, assed values
- furnished by Klamath County, voter registration and compilation of

. information from con’rmgen’r Fire Pro‘rec’non agencies.

The numbers submn"red herein are within our financial needs fo
operate, given the size of our community. We have ascertained that our
proposed district has a total of 611 build-able lots of which 252 have
residences currently on them. Presently, we are @ 30% of maximum
saturation for an area of approximately 35 sg.mi. We are growmg ata
rate of 17.6 homes per year or 14.3% of our fotal.

-Foo‘mofes for the following budget-are as follows:- ===
For the purpose of ease of reading, the first year budget will have the line
item description adjacent to the doliar figure.

, Our budget was modeled after the Crescent Lake Junction Rural
Fire Protection District's. The numbers were reduced to meet our tax base
and needs. Our informatfion came from a vcme’ry of sources including, but
not exclusively:

» R.D. Buell -Walker Range Forest Protective Assocvqhon

* Chief Jim Court-La Pine Fire Department

*» Bill Gibbs-Crescent Lake Junction Rural Fire Protection District

» Rex Lesueur-Bancorp Insurance ‘

» Klamath County Assessors Office ’

=  Danine Dail Klamath County Commissioners Ofﬂce

= Klamath County Recorders Office '

= Chris Mickle-USFS — Prineville- in charge of fire suppresmon

* Fire Chief Jeff Larkin- Crescent Fire Protection District

» Klamath County Building Department
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In accordance with ORS-198.749

1. A description of the services and functions to be performed or provided by the
proposed district.

Oregon Outback Rural Fire Pereetion District will:

a.

c.
d.

€.

' Be first response in the event of a train or traffic accident and any other

accident requiring our services.

. To secure the situation until contract services arrive.

Home or business injury, including but not limited to: Heart attacks,

- seizures, strokes, falls, broken bones, and head injuries. To secure the

situation until contracts services arrive from La Pine rural fire District.
(La Pine).

Home and structure ﬁres including out buildings.

First response to land wild fires and aid to Walker Range Fire Protectlon
District.

To have a reciprocal agreement w11:h adjacent fire protecuon agencies.

2. An analysis of the relationships between those services and funcuons and other
existing or needed government services.

a.
=" b,

'La Pine fire will respond from out of county and will b111 the homeowner.

La Pine Fire will only respond to a fire in our district, if there are no other
emergencies in theirs.

La Pine fire will only respond to structure fires unless requested by
Walker Range Fire Protection District.

Walker Range Fire Protection District wild land fires only. No stFuctures.—
We will work in concert with Walker Range.
No other protection or agencies.
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Steering Committee
F or the proposed Oregon Outback Rural Fire Protection District

Our straw poll was conducted during the month of March 2003 and is updatéd monthly.
Six housing developments make up the proposed fire district area. The poll was
developed inorder to focus on two main areas of information. The first area was to.
obtain information pertinent to the formation of a rural fire protection district.

The results and findings are as follows:

1. We have a total of 250 homes. (5-28-2003)

2. A population of 410 people cons1sts of' 252 reglstered voters, 88 non-registered
voters and 68 children.

3. The Klamath County active voters list is over 97 percent.

4. The residents in favor of forming a rural fire protection district are 319 in favor
(93.5 percent) with 14 opposed and 8 undecided. It was explained to each person
polled that a tax range from 2.25 to 2.60 per thousand dollars of assessed
property value would be needed in order to maintain an operating budget.

- 5. We gathered 127 letters with a total of 236 signatures that have been Wntten by
the residents and organizations in support of this undertaking.
- 6. - A total of 228 residents have volunteered to help with the fire district formation
© process, commumty center operation, volunteer emergency med1ca1 technicians
and as volunteer fire fighters. (The volunteers are aware that sc some of the duties
. will require many hours of study and training in order to meet meet the requirements
- set by the county and state.)

The second area of the poll was to assemble a site database that would provide
information for each residence or lot. Information that would aid and assist our fire
fighters, paramedics and Walker Range fire fighters included:

1. The number(s) of children and age(s) along with location(s) of their bedroom(s) in
the home.

2. Location(s) on the property of fuel tanks, propane tanks and hazard matenal
(chemical, gunpowder, oxygen tanks etc.) storage area(s).

3. The number of residents (36) that would require additional assistance in case of
an emergency (Wheelchair, elderly requiring special attention, oxygen etc.)

4. The number (404) and types of animals on the properties. '

5. Additional water (Pond, pool or additional well) on the property.

6. The number of fire extinguisher(s) and smoke detector(s) in the home.

Information on an additional 58 homes is still being gathered and breaks down with the
following numbers:
1. 12 Homes missed (not home, on vacation or out of town on busmess)
2. 13 Homes belonging to snowbirds. (Will be contacted when they return this
summer. )
3. & Homes with no trespassing signs.



4. 22 'Vacant homes. (N ew owners will be contacted when they move into the
home.)

5. 3 Summer homes (Will be contacted this summer).

Our summer fire patro! will contact the 28 homes missed and complete the poll The -
fire patrol will also maintain and update our site database as homeowners move in and
out of our rural protectlon fire district.

The poll was conducted with volunteers from the six developments The attached two
forms (Form 1-2 and Form 2-2) list the questions that were asked and the mformatmn we
supplied at the time of the poll.

Additional information taken after the initial po]l on some missed residences has been
gathered with no noticeable change in the percentages.

Respectfully Submitted



Luseral Fund

Resource Description  (Income)

Available Cash on Hand

Net Working Capital

Previously levied taxes estimated to be received
Interest

Other Resources
0033::5 Room Rent
Donations

Earnings- Services Rendered

Grants
EMS

~

Total Cash Resources -
Taxes to be th.mQ

Total

Uncollected taxes

Net Resources

Total resources, except taxes to be levied
Taxes necessary to balance budget
Total Resources

Oregon Outback Rural Fire QmEon

EGQmmﬁ budget
Proposed by Budget Officer
$1

$1°

$0
$0

$100
$1
$1,000
$1
$5,000
31
$6,105
$32,1456

$38,250

$1,928.00

$36,322.00

| $36,322.00
K

Third year budget

1
$1
$0
$0

$110

$1
$1,100
$1
$5,500
31

$6,715

- $356,360

$42,075

$2,120

- $39,965

$39,955



OREGON OUTBACK RURAL FIREW DISTRICT

MATERIALS AND SERVICES (Expenses)

Rescue Vehicle Medical Supplies
Building Maintenance
Communication Maintenance
Community Room Expense
Fire Operation Expense

Fuel and Vehicle Repair
Insurance

Office Expense

Power and Heat

Professional Services
Telephone

Training

Volunteer Maintenance
Vehicle Fund :
Communication Equipment
Building Fund Projects

Fire Equipment

Office Equipment

Vehicle Lease Purchase
Vehicle Replacement Fund
Communication Equipment Replacement Fund

First year budget
PROPOSED BY BUDGET OFFICER

$1,200.00
$1.00

© $1.00

~ $1.00

. $500.00
$4,000.00
$1,750.00
$250.00

: w $1.00
200.00

' $900
$3,500.00
$2,500.00
* $8,796
$1,500.00
$7,464.00
$2,300.00°
$98.00
$100.00°
$1,250.00
$10.00

!

$36,322.00

- Description

Third year budget

Bandages / medical supplies

N/A _

N/A

N/A

Cost of fighting fires

SE | . _

SE : ‘

Photo copies/postage

N/A :

Legal assistance

SE

Basic training for Volunteers

Upgrades for Volunteers

Fund for additional equipment

Radio’s

Fee's, studies & permits

Turn out gear, hoses : -
fax machines, additional phone lines
Special financing programs for equip.
Total loss of equipment

SE . A

SE=Self explanatory
N/A= Not applicable

$1,320
$1

$1

$1
$550.00
$4,400
$1,925
$275
$1
$273
$990
$3,850
$2,750
- $9,625
$1,650
$8,210
$2,530
$107
$110
$1,375
$11

$39,965



Business Registry Database Search

DREGON SECRETARY GFSTM& .
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Business. Name Search

New Search  Printer Friendly ‘Business Entity Data

Page 1 of 2

~ Entity Entity

b{agwtry Nbr Type . Status

Jui‘iédicti'on R&gistr‘y Date Duratioh Date | Ren

ewal Date

138895-97 . DNP ACT ~ OREGON . 03-25-2003

Entity Name |OREGON OUTBACK RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
Foreign Name '

MNon Profit

Type PUBLIC BENEFIT
New Search  Printer Friendly ~ Associated Names
A . - -
. Type |AGT|REGISTERED AGENT . Start Date 8(3)0235 Resign Date
Name |JEFF ‘ COINER
Addr 1 (147860 BEAL RD
Addr 2 .
€sZ |LA PINE [OR 97739 | | country [UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Type |MALIMAILING ADDRESS |
Addr 1 [POBOX 2815
Addr 2 ' _ . _ ‘
€sz |[LAPINE IOR. 197739 ____| country [UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
New Search  PrinterFriendly .  Name History
Business Entity Name ':E',m: gtszs Start Date | End Date l
OREGON OUTBACK RURAL FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT EN | CUR | 06-03-2003 I
OREGON OUTBACK RURAL FIRE DISTRICT EN | PRE | 03-25-2003 | 06-03-20..

New Search Printer Friendly | Summalv History



DUSLIESS KEZISTY Latabase dearcn ' ‘ ' : rage 2ot 2

Date ' : Date Date | __change
~%.03- |ARTICLES OF , ,
03 |CORRECTION 06-03-2003 L Name
__-25- |ARTICLES OF , _ /
2003 |INCORPORATION 03-25-2003 FI |  Agent

About Us | Announcements | Laws & Rules | Feedback
Site Map | Policy. | $0S Home | Qregon Blue Book | Oregon,gov

For comments or suggestions regarding the operation of this site, -
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' ﬁ re On ' Department of Furestry
, ' State Forester’s Office

" 2600 State Street

Theodote R. Kulotgoskl, Governor ‘ , Salem, OR 97310
o 503-945-7200
May 27, 2003 ' : : FAX 503-945-7212
, TTY 503-945-7213 / B00-437-4490
OREGON QUTBAGK RFPD . hitp:/fwww.odf.state.or.us
BETTIE EGERTON . ' y g
PO BOX 1218

LAPINE OR 87739

‘-‘TEWARD?HH' IN FORESTRY’

RE: VFA/RFA Grant Program

| am pleased td inform you that your department has been awarded the following fire
agsistance grant(s) from the Yederal government;

¢ Volunteer Fire Assistance (VFA)
-~ o Total amount of grant: $5,000
'« Project: Tralning expenses for 47 and an instructor to give gen instruction
to operating vol fire dept

In reviewing the grant requests for VFA and RFA funding, the review team used dats
from the latest Oregon State Fire Marshal Annual Report. The team looked st the -
humber of responses reportad by a fire department. They also used the latest
Oregon Fire Service Resource Directory to identify the number of resources available
to & fire department, i.e,, fireﬁghters, engines, brush trucks, and water tenders. This
information proved valuable in supporting funding decisions. It was noted that some
of the raquesting departments were not reporting any information to the Office of
State Fire Marshal, The requesting fire departments that have not been reporting

can do so by contacting OSFM, (503) 373-1540. Information gained through these
reports will be an important part of the decision process when these grants are
available in the future.

' Please read this letter carefully as it explains how and when you will receive the grarmt
payment. Note.particularly the time frames, the masimum award per item, the- ‘ E
documentation procedures, and the difference in matchlng amount between the two
types of grants.

The VFA grant dollars are provided by the USDA-Forest Service and the RFA grant
dollars are provided by the USDI-Bureau of Land Management, the U.8. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the National Park Service. The Qregon Department of Forestry
administers the grant program, assisting in allocation, notification, tracklng, document
reconciliation, and payment to fire departmants.

I am pleased fo report we had rmuch interest in the expanded grant program this year.
We received applications for over twice the amount of grant funds we had o award.

&
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_0 re On - Department of Forestry
S/ . : ‘ State Forester’s Office

. . . 2600 State Street
Theodore R Kulengoski, Governor Salem, OR 97310
- 503-945-7200
May 27, 2003 . FAX 503-945-7212
' ‘ TTY 503-945-7213 / B00-437-4490 -
OREGON OUTBACK RFPD v ' ttp: /www,odf state.or.us
BETTIE EGERTON : Pty

PO BOX 1218
LAPINE OR 87739

. ,
*STEWARDSHIF IN FORESTRY"

RE: VFA/RFA Grant Program : o,

I'am pleased to inform you that your department has been awarded the following fire
assistance grant(s) from ihe federal government:

» Volunieer Fire Assistance (VFA)
- Total amount of grant: $3,000

s  Project: Establish new fire district,legalfiling fees, mailings, prmtlng,
consultation services

_ In reviewing the grant requests for VFA and RFA'funding, the review team used data

from the latest Oregon State Fire Marshal Annual Report. The teamn looked at the

1 _nhumber of responses reported by a fire department. They also used the latest -

' - Oregon Fire Service Resource Directory o identify the number of resources available
to a fire department, i.e., firefighters, engines, brush trucks, and water tenders. This
information proved valuable in supporting funding decisions. It was noted that some
of the requesting departments were not reporting any information to the Office of
State Fire Marshal. The requesting fire departments that have not been reporting
can do 80 by contacting OSFM, (508) 373-1540. Information gained through these
reports will be an important part of the decision process when these grants are
available in the future. ,

Please read this‘letter carefully as it explains how and when you will receive the grant
- paymeént. Note.particularly the time frames, the maximum award per item, the ‘
documentation procedures, and the difference in matching amount between the two

types of grants.

The VFA grant dollars are provided by the USDA-Forest Service and the RFA grant’
dollars are provided by the USDI-Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the National Park Service. The Oregon Department of Forestry
administers the grant program, assisting in allocation, notification, tracking, docurment
recongciliation, and payment to fire departments. ,

I am pleased to report we had much interest in the expanded grant program this year.
We recelved applications for over twice the amount of grant funds we had to award.
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(& ¥ ‘ )re On S Depértment of'Forestry
S > ‘ . State Forester's Office

-Theodore R Kulengoski, Govemnar gsgi;s%té g;r:;eot
: o ' . . 503-945-7200
May 27, 2003 | - | FAX 503-045-7212
TTY 503-945-7213 / B00-437-4490
OREGON OUTBACK RF PD http://wwwi.odf.state or.us
BETTIE EGERTON : ’ , A
PO BOX 1218

" LAPINE OR 97739

SN !
“RTEWARDSHIP I FORESTRY™

RE: VFA/RFA Grant Program .

. Lam.plaased to inform yots that vour department has been awarded the following fi f're
assistance grant(s) from the federal government:

« Volunteer Fire Assistance (VFA)

« Total amount of grant: $10,000

* Project: Equipment rental to finish construction of pond pumps, FEPP
. tender, rapair

In reviewing the grant requests for VFA and RFA funding, the review team used data
from the tatest Oregon State Fire Marshal Annual Report. The team locked at the '

~ number of responses reported by a fire department.” They also used the latest
Oregon Fire Service Resource Directory to identify the number of resources available
to a fire department, i.e., flreflghters. engines, brush trucks, and water tenders. This
information proved valuable in supporting funding decisions. It was noted that some
of the requesting departments were not reporting any information to the Office of
State Fire Marshal. The requestingTire departments that have not been reporting

- can do so by contacting OSFM, (503) 373-1540. Infarmation gained through these

reports will be an important part of the decision process when thase grants are
available in the future.

Please read this letter carefully as it explaing how and when you will receive the grant ' o
-~ payment- -Note-particuterty the thne frames; themaximum-award perftem; the™ = 7 o
documentation procedures, and the difference in matching amount between the two

types of gtants.

The VFA grant dollars are provided by the USDA~Forest Service and the RFA grant
dollars are provided by the USDI-Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, and the National Park Service. The Oregon Department of Forestry
administers the grant program, assisting in allogation, notification, trac:kmg document
reconciliation, and payment to fire departments, :

Il am pleased fo report we had much interest in the expanded grant program this year.
We received applications for over twice the amount of grant funds we had to award.
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I VFRA/Rfa Grant Award Lcncr
Page 2

VFA & RFA Grant Documentation
June 1, 2003

. The grant funds are paid after yourﬂre district completes the necessary project.- For
instance, If you are building a brush rig, the project funds must be expehded or
encumbered by December 31, 2003.

» The full qualifying period for documentation is from 10/1/02 until 12/31/03. If yau
have costs associated with an approved project anytime during this period, those
costs are applicable for cost reimbursement.

s The matchmg amount for VFA grants Is 50%. ln order to get the full amount of the
grant, you milist send in your cost decumentation for the full amount of the project. .
We will then reimburse you for 50% of the qualifying costs up to the full graidt award

« The matching amount for RFA grants is 10%. In order to get the full amount of the
grant, you must send in your ¢ost documentation for the full amount of the project.
We will then reimburse you for 80% of the qualifying costs up to the full grant award.

¢  The maximum grant reimbursement allowed on certain items is: Portable radic-$750,
mohile radio-$800, Wildland boots-$100 (per pair), Wildiand PPE-$300(per set),
Turnouts (head to tos), $1,000. Please keep this in mind when purchasing.

j = The dollars can be paid to you when appropriate documentation is provided fo ODF.,
Appropriate documentation must pertain dlrectly to the project approved, be within
. the date period indicated, and be requested prior to January 15, 2004. The
documentatron can be in the form of. . ,

Invoices of fire district funds paid/encumbereefor the project, and/or

A list of volunteer names, dates, duties, and hours expended on the project, with
an appropriate hourly assumed wage. A wage range of $12-15 per hour is
‘appropriate for common labor tasks, you may use a higher rate, common to your
area, for more specialized tasks. We suggest usmg $12~1 5 per hour for time -

- -~ ——-gpentimirgining, — -
s You ¢an expect the funds wnthin six weeks of ODF reviewing and approving the
documentation

. If you have any questions regarding the grant award or documentation, you rmay call
me @ (503) 845-7341 or email sboro@odf state.or.us. Send all documentatlon to my

attention. Thank you.

Sincerely,

& o

Sandi Boro
VFA/RFA Grant Coordinator
Protection from Fire Program
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Walker Range Fire Patrol Association
P.O, Box 665 ** Gilchrist, Oregon 97737
135393 Hwy, 97 N, Crescent, Oregon 97733
Phone 541-433-2451 / 841-433-2215

May 19, 2003

Klamath County Commissioner's
Steve West

409 Pine, 2™ Floor o
Klamath Falls, Oregon 97601 .

RE! Oregon Outback Rural Fire Protection District v : |

I'm writing this letter in support of the formation of Qutback RFPD in Northern Klamath County.
This area is one of the last structurally unprotected urbarn interface areas in North Courty. The
formation of this distriot would be a great asset to the residents who own property within this
‘ared and also to the wildland fire m-gammuom in Northern Klamath County.

I have acqmred equipment for the District but they need to be formed as & legal fire district prior
1o this equipment being turned over to them. To date this equipment includes g 1000 gallon brush
engine fram the US Forest Service, firc protccnon gear and a 5000 gallon water tender from.
Silver Lake RFPD along with Chemult RFPD donating fire hose, nozzles aud fittings.

I'm agking that our County Commxssxoﬁar ] put the Oregon Outback RFPD on the fast track to
get this fire district established.

Ifyou have any questions don't hesitate to contact me.

Sincerel

“
R.D. Buell

District Manager K ‘
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OREGON OUTBACK RFPD

'VOLUNTEER COMMITTEE’S
1. Petition Committee " CHAIRPERSON: Bill Leech
2. Firé Pr.evgntion Committée CHAIRPERSON: |
3. Grant Committee - " CHAIRPERSON: Bettie Edgerton
4.~ Volunteer Committee - | CHAIRPERSON: Nina Sterling
5. - Fire Patrol Committee = CHAIRI’ERSON:

6. Maintenance & Equipment Committee =~ CHAIRPERSON: Bill Leech

-7.  NERT Committee - CHAIRPERSON: David Edgerton

8. Building/Site Committee ' CHAIRPERSON: Jeff Coiner
9. Fundraising/PR ' _ CHAIRPERSON: Leanne Cakus

10. Billboard Sign Committee | - CHAIRPERSON: Ben Ives ]



Walker Range Fire Patrol Association
P.0. Box 665 ** Gilchrist, Oregon 97737
135393 Hwy. 97 N, Crescent, Oregon 97733
Phone 541-433-2451 / 541-433-2215

May 19, 2003

~ Jeff Coiner :
Oregon Outback RFPD
Budget Review

Jeff:

Your budget looks more than adequate for this phase of the inception of a rural fire distriot,
There will be further development of the budget in the years to come. This budget should satisfy
the County Commissioner's and the fiscal management within the County System.

Singerely,

1. Buell
Disttict Matager




. Keno Rural Fire Protection District

May 27, 2003

Jeff Coiner )
Oregon Qutback Rural Fire Protection Dist
'Re: Budget evaluation

Your budget is more than adequate at this stage of formation. It's difficult fo derive
anything more detailed prior to existence. Of course as time progresses, a more thorough
budget will be required. You have established your proposed tax base and area within

your district. ' '

“Jolm Ketchum, Fire Chief

KRFPD



‘Name: Mrk5
Short Name:

Coordinates:

Name: Mrk6
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk7
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk10
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk11
Short Name:
Coordinates;

Name: Mrk12
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk13
' Short Name:

Coordinates:

Name: Mrk14
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk15
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk16
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk17
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk18
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk8
Short Name:
Coordinates:

Name: Mrk9

MO00005
043° 37'00.1" N,

M00006
043° 37' 00.2" N,

M00007
043° 33'32.0" N,

M00010
043° 31'47.3" N,

MOOO1 1
043° 32' 26.3" N,

M00012
043° 32' 26.1" N,

M00013

043° 33'31.8" N,

M00014
043° 33' 32.0" N,

MQ0015
043° 34' 23.8" N,

MO0O0016
043° 34'23.8" N,

MO0017
043° 35' 15.0" N,

MQ0018
043° 35'16.0" N,

MO00008
043° 33'31.1" N,

121° 31' 32.0"W
121° 30' 22.']" W
121° 30'22.8" W
121°31'33.3"W
121°31'33.8" W

121° 31' 50.8" W

1210731' 51.7" W
121° 31' 34.2" W
121° 31'33.2" W
121° 33'55.7" W
121° 33'54.2" W
121° 31'32.3" W

121° 27'59.6" W



Thomas & Nina Sterling
March 28, 2003 |

We live in an area of Northern Klamath County that is unprotected for
structure fires. The formation of this district will service our area
included in the six unprotected communities; Sunforest Estates, ,
Antelope Meadows, Beal Road Properties, Howard Estates, Spht Rall
Properties and Forest Meadows

We are fully aware of the future tax impﬁcations but feel the need for
fire protection is a necessity not an option.

We support the Orégbn Outback Rural Fire Protection District's
steering committee to petition the commissioners to approve the
formation of this district. -

Thank you. |
Thomas Sterling Nina Sterling; Petition & Proposal Committee

Volunteer Coordinator



i
I

4%/%//;mo.> |

|
l

6&/ L P2 U m/ﬁu_, ,%i P/%M Crarel F ey s -t

.Wwﬁ/mfo \S A/Z;az ot Thos, AN
| W@ Do o AT ¥m¢@m

a%@i _,M/u /,WZM /{/&w%a/zﬂ) CM—%

-ﬁu@%%% A/Z.W 7/ Sy DW (s

,4/44 M/ZMQ Ceyrican Mauiu/a ".

S bt 0GB T,
Qm/ /Zﬁ%,(/ /’}ZMWQMMJ WCE—CL)&/Lé;s w-ﬁa_)

&MLMMQ /Dﬂi;z_/é' ,sz_fa,?/tuxw M
~a/&43 /z,erQ Z‘/’% at /’/’ZA %(V\/}’VLQ/ZM /Zé@
APt w&_ p o E

l

MQ\wLL—c\/x/‘ A J/Zﬂc W%MM—M

SL;LW 7 Afg’m

SN =
- % el DP,LJM

/Vl.o(—un.t.ﬁb

/ﬂjfwé%ﬁw

S
= ~

A/&-—&M@A_—e/v_«‘»



To Whom It May Concern |

As a resident of the Sunforest Estates, the undersigned support the formation:
of the Oregon Outback Rural Fire Protection District.

I/We understand the tax implications but also realize that the formation of the
district could also result in a substantial reduction of the insurance premiums
currently paid in this unprotected area.

This merﬁorandum has been written to support the organizing committees
efforts to petition the commissioners for the formation of this district.

Sincerely.

T

S ATTACHED
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Estates ‘Ladies Auxiliary

March 19, 2003

To Whom It May Con_cern

As a member of the Sunforest Estates Ladies Auxiliary, the undersigned
support the formation of the Oregon Outback Rural Fire Protection District.

'We understénd the tax implications but also realize that ihe formation of the
district could also result in a substantial reduction of the insurance premiums
currently paid in this unprotected area.

This memorandum has been Written to support the organizing committees
efforts to petition the commissioners for the formation of this district.

Sincerely.




Sunforest

Estates

Neighborhood Watch

Commissioners

The Sunforest Estates Neighborhood Watch at its ‘monthly meeting on Tuesday,
eighteenth, two thousand three voted unanimously in favor of the proposed Oregon
Outback Rural fire Protectlon District.

We are of the opinion th‘at the Fire Protection District will benefit all six communities and
are willing to help in any way we can to see this project through to a successful
conclusion.

Smcerel

v 7%?777/9{5 )

y Thomason
Chairperson

Raelyn McCashen
Secretary/Treasurer

e e e



Estates i Ladies Auxiliary

Commissioners

The Sunforest Estates Ladies Auxiliary at its monthly meeting on Wednesday, March
nineteenth two thousand three voted unannnously in favor of the proposed Oregon
Outback Rural fire Protection District.

We are of the opinion that the District will benefit all six communities and are willing to
help in any way we can to see this project through to a successful conclusion.

Sincerely

Elizabeth Kahalewai »
Chairperson ,Z%AL«H/"MZ‘?’%/L‘/ 44/:4/,4,.«/ .

Pat Cassayre \ )ZLL 7 L/--" 7 JJ{; e
Secretary T

Pam Leech Jy_‘ ~7/ )
Treasurer - /b

IR oy

A gess /520

\,\;



Estates Neighborhood Watch

March 18, 2003
To Whom It May Concern

As a member of the Sunforest Estates Neighborhood watch, the undersigned
support the formation of the Oregon Outback Rural Fire Protection District.

I/We understand the tax implications but also realize that the formation of the
district could also result in a substantial reduction of the insurance premiums
currently paid in this unprotected area.

This memorandum has been written to support the organizing committees
efforts to petition the commissioners for the formation of this district.

Sincérely. ' | | 556
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To Whom It May Concemn:

As a resident of Split Rail Properties I strongly support the formation of the Oregon
Outback Rural Fire Protection District in northern Klamath County.

The formation of this District will support six unprotected communities: Sunforest
Estates, Beal Road Properties, Antelope Meadows, Howard Estates, Split Rail Propemes
and Forest Meadows. -

I understand the tax implications, but also realize that the formation of the district could
result in a substantial reduction in the insurance premiums currently paid in this
unprotected area.

Iam Writing this in support of the organizing committee’s efforts to petition the
commissioners for the formation of this district.

Smcerely Z /
s i; Ve p 7z
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, Distance to next Waypoint: 1263 feet

» A Bearing to next Waypoint: 268 degrees (true)
© Name: Mrk12 o
Short Name: M00012

" Coordinates: 043°32' 26.0" N, 121° 31' 50.8" W.

Distance to next Waypoint: 1 rﬁile, 1386 feet -

" Bearing to next Waypoint: 359 degrees (true)

Name: Mrk13 o
Short Name: M00013. .
Coordinates: 043°.33'31.8" N, 121°31'51.7"W
Distance to next Waypoint: 1286 feet
Bearing to next Waypoint: 89 degrees (true) -

-Name: Mrk14
* Short Name: M00014

Coordinates: 043° 33 320" N, 121° 31' 34.2" w

Distance to next Waypoint: 5256 feet

Bearing to next Waypoint: 0 degrees (true)
Name: Mrk15 ‘

Short Name: M00015

Coordinates: 043°34'23.8" N, 121°31'33.2"W

} Distan‘ca_:‘tgggxit:\/Vaypoirﬁ: 1 mile, 5186 feet
‘ Bearing to next Waypoint: 269 degrees (irue)
Name: Mrk16
Short Name: M00016
Coordinates': 043° 34" 23.8'; N, 121°33'55.7"W
Distance to next Waypoint: 5190 feet
Bearing to next Waypoint: 1 degrees (true)
Name: Mrk17 o
Short Name: M00017
Coordinates: 043° 35' 15.0" N, 121° 33' 54.2" W
- Distance to next Waypoint: 1 mile, 5137 feet:
Bearing to next Waypoint: 89 degrees (true)
Name: Mrk18
Short Name: M00018

Coordinates: 043° 35' 16.0" N, 121°31'32.3"W -

Distance to first Waypoint: 1 mile, 5267 feet
Bearing 1o first Waypoint: 0 degrees (true)
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jimkarn@metoliusclimbi - To: upper,deschutes.RMP@or.blm.gov

ng.com - cc: Alan_Barron_Bail@or.bim.gov, Robert_Towne@or.bim.gov,
» , Margaret_Wolf@or.bim.gov, Elaine_M_Brong@or.bim.gov,
01/14/2004 08:48 AM Greg_Currie@or.blm.gov, Robin_SnYdeg@or.blm.gov,
oc

Subject: Comments to UDRMP, Cline Buttes b

‘

Attached herewith are comments to the Upper Deschutes

Resource Management Plan regarding the Cline Buttes area. COTA,

the Central Oregen Trail Alliance, appreciates the opportunity to be
involved in the Public Comment period of the plan. We hope our
comments are helpful and we look forward to continuing to work with
the BIM on trail related issues in the future.

Sincerely,

Jim Karn, COTA trail consultant

_Eric Meglasson, COTA President _
The following section of this message contains a file attachment
prepared for transmission using the Internet MIME message format.
If you are using Pegasus Mail, or any other MIME-compliant system,
you should be able to save it or view it from within your mailler.
If you cannot, please ask your gystem administrator for assistance.

---~ File information -----------
File: COTA comments to UDRMP - Cline Buttes.pdf
Date: 14 Jan 2004, 9:13 :
Size: 2035546 bytes.

Type: Unknown -

COTA comments to UDRMP - Cline Buttes. pdf
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Central Oregon Trail Alliance
www.cotamtb.org

January 12, 2004

Bureau of Land Management, Prineville District
Attention: Teal Purrington

3050 NE 3rd Street

Prineville, OR 97754

upper deschutes RMP@eor.blm.gov

Re; Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan as it applies to Cline Buttes block

The following comments are in regard to the Upper Deschutes Resource
Management Plan as it applies to the Cline Buttes block. The Central Oregon Trail
Alliance (COTA) is in favor of the preferred alternative (alternative 7).

Regardless of which alternative is adopted, COTA has several topics of interest and
concerns we would like to discuss with the BLM.

The Cline Buttes area has been a valuable resource to-the Oregon cycling community for
many years. This area is particularly important because the developed mountain bike
trails there provide for a style of riding that currently cannot be expemenced anywhere
else 1 in Central Oregon

Free-riding, as it is commonly referred to, requires steep, technical terrain. An ideal free-
ride area would have several downhill trails or runs and one separate route back to the top
of the hill. Ideally, the route back to the top would allow for motorized shuttling, but any
route that would allow riding or even hiking back to the top would suffice.

The Forrest Service has recognized the need for this type of terrain and is currently

Mn«m "
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working with COTA to develop free-ride terrain on F.S. administered lands. However, all
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sites that are currently under consideration would be accessible in summer only. This

- makes the Cline Buttes area very important, as it offers suitable riding conditions during
the fall, winter and spring months.
The importance of the Cline Buttes area extends well outside of Central Oregon. Because
of its ideal terrain and the fact that it often has good weather all winter, Cline Buttes
frequently sees visitors from Western Oregon, California, Idaho, even Western Canada.
Mountain bike tourism has substantial economic benefits to the region. According to the
Bend Visitor and Convention Bureau, 2.5 million tourists visit Central Oregon annually
and cycling is the 2™ most popular activity for those visitors (tied with golf).

. Free-riding is the fastest growing segment of mountain biking. Most of the local bike

shops stock specialized free-ride bikes. All of the major bike shops in Portland stock free-
ride bikes, and many of their customers rely on the Cline Buttes area as the only riding
available in the winter. Bicycle Industry publications indicate that free-ride oriented bikes -
constitute 40% of all mountain bike sales nation wide. (source; Mike McMackin, Hutch’s
Bicycles, Bend)

- The Cline Buttes area has four user-built, free-ride trails on the east side of the main
butte. This area provides perfect terrain for free-riding and the road that ascends the butte
just to the north allows for reasonable, non-motorized access to the top. This area is
bordered on two sides by private property. It is too steep and loose to provide good
recreational opportunities for motorcycles, ATVs or horses. H1stonca11y, this area has
been sub_] ect to considerable illegal dumping. .

The preferred alternatlve demgnates the upper elevations of the Cline Buttes block as a
favorable area for mountain bike trails. It also calls for separate facilities for the different
- user groups. In accordance with the preferred alternative, we would like to propose that a
small area on the upper east side of the main (southernmost) butte be set aside as a
designated mountain bike free-ride area. The area we propose would be approximately
defined by the private property boundary on the west and south sides, by the road to the
top of the butte on the north side, and by the existing fence line or the lower section of the
road on the east side (see attached map). Designating this area as mountain bike only
would give the BLM several benefits in managing this area.

1. Conflicts between the private land owners and recreational users (primarily
motorcycles) have been high in this area. Motorcycles and horses frequently
travel cross-country (i.e. off-trail) and therefore are prone to crossing onto private
property. Mountain bikers have no desire to ride off-trail. The soil is simply too
loose in areas that do not have a prepared tread. For this reason, conflicts between
mountain bikers and the private land owners will be extremely low. If the
proposed area is designated mountain bike only, it will provide a buffer zone
between the private land and the user groups that are at the highest risk of conﬂlct

with the private land owners.

2. Most of this area is too steep and loose for other recreational uses. This is an issue
both in terms of user enjoyment and in maintenance of the facilities. On properly
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constructed free-ride trails, the passage of bikes tends to pack the tread in more
firmly. Motorcycles, ATVs and horses tend to loosen the soil and tear it up, which
makes trails for those user groups impractical in these steeper areas. This is
further evidenced by the fact that the only trails in this particular area are the user-
built free-ride trails. The other user groups sometimes find and use these trails,
but they quickly realize that it is unsuitable terrain. Unfortunately, significant
damage is usually done to the tread in the course of these excursions. No other
user groups have actually constructed trails in this particular area.

3. The mountain bike community (COTA in particular) will provide all the
necessary labor to create and maintain any facilities in this area. COTA has
extensive knowledge of proper trail construction techniques and works with trail
building consultants from all over North America. COTA has the expertise to
build sustainable facilities in the loose, steep terrain of the Cline Buttes block.

4. The creation of a frailhead and the obliteration of the numerous roads in the lower
portion of this area will reduce illegal activities such as dumping and recover
much terrain into a more natural state.

5. The mountain bike trails have very little visual impact. They cannot be seen from
Cline Falls Highway or Highway 97 (see attached photos). When the BLM
surveyed the existing roads and trails in the Cline Buttes block, they did not even
see the existing mountain bike trails.

If the BLM decides to allow for mountain blkmg in the upper Cline Buttes block, there
are a few i issues that concem us.

1. »Future land exchanges We would like all of the land in the upper elevations of
the Cline Buttes block to be designated Z-1 (BLM retained).

2. Juniper thinning:

a. Loss of trees will reduce the visual separatlon of the mountain bike trails i —
from other user facilities. '

b. Loss of trees will inhibit the ability to maintain a narrow tread.

c. Loss of trees will increase the visual impact from highway.

3. Enforcement of separate facilities: Mountain bike trails are very durable when
constructed correctly and used only by bicycles, but they are very easily damaged
by motorcycles, ATVs and horses.

4. Reroutes of existing trails:

a. Thelast few yards of 2 of the existing trails cross onto private property
and would require minor rerouting,.

b. A reroute of approximately ¥ mile of one of the existing trails would
serve to reduce the trail density.

5. Future development:

a. We would like the ability to expand the free-ride trail network in the
future.

b. We would like the ability to develop cross country trails, both in the
proposed free-ride area and elsewhere in the Cline Buttes block, in order
to increase the riding season for a wider segment of the cycling
cornmumty
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6. Events:
a. We would like events to be held to a minimum in this area.
b. We want to ensure that promoters of any events that are allowed to occur

in this area be required to repair any and all trails and facilities to the

condition they were in before the event.

Thank you very much for your time and your careful consideration of our comments.

Sincerely,

Jim Karn, COTA ftrail consultant
jiimkarmn@metoliusclimbing.com
(541) 788-4970

Eric Meglasson, COTA President
emeglasson@bendcable.com
(541) 408-7749
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”ont Teemioel C o: shaylor@realestatechampions.com, upper. des_chutes rmp@or.bim.gov
0 ce: i

0 Subject: COMAC and BLM

1/13/2004 08:39 PM . ubjec AC an

o -t

Below is the result of your feedback form. It was submitted by
{montensam@jcimail.com) on Tuesday, January - 13, 2004 at 23:39:18

name: Cynthia L. Foster '
address: 33996 Mt Pleasant Rd, Lebanon, OR 97355

comment : As a concerned citizen and recreationist I would like to be on
record as supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregomn.
The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how an
interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects our
sport and the users as there are no assurances BIM will ever have the
resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas propozed.The
aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper woodlands will
negatively impact a proposed trail system. '

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that providing no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that use
go®? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equlpment
listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the
severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By ~
micromanaging your areas and attempting to designate different trails for
several different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and:
ultimately our use will suffer further restrictions.

textarea: I almost didn't respond to this latest attack on off-road vehicle
use, but decided at the last minute to once again add my opinions. I have
been riding dirt bikes for approximately 23 years. I can't remember a time
during all those years of riding off road that I haven't been subjected to
harassment, discrimination, and other various forms of degrading behavior from
others because I didn't choose to live my life just like them. I'm just plain
tired of the struggle and of being treated like a second-class citizen. Why
are people who choose to ride dirt bikes always locked upon as "bad'" people?
That's sure the way things seem. There seems to be a majority of people who
think that if you don't like what they like, don't do what they do, and don't
look like they do, then you must be dolng something wrong and you just aren't
as good as you should be.

I ride dlrt blkes primarily because I get a tremendous amount of pleasure and
joy from it. Also, I love to get out and see parts of the countryside that I
otherwise couldn't see with without the use of a wheeled vehicle. Because of
a physical disability, I am limited in the amount of walking I can do, so
hiking for miles to explore is not a viable option for me. Riding a dirt bike
enables me to get to areas that would ctherwise be out of bounds for me.

The so-called '"envirommentalists" are always trying to close areas to off-road
vehicles citing such things as erosion, damaged vegetation, and harassed
wildlife. Well, most off-road vehicle users I've known are more apt to take
care to prevent and/or repair such damage that the people who are so vocal
about the issues. Sure there are those who do damage and vandalize areas, but



those abusers are in the minority, and would do the same things whether or not
an area is open or closed. Most off-road vehicle users are responsible people
and I believe would be more than w1111ng to help police areas for the
privilege. of using them.

Over the past ten years, more and more areas have been closed to off-rocad use.
I now have to travel three to four hours now just to reach an area that is

" open. The number of off-road vehicle userg is steadily increasing. If more
area i1s closed in Central Oregon, that will be just setting us up to fail once
again and will add more fuel to the environmentalists' arguments for more
closure. For example, if you put three horses on one acre and three horses on
thirty acres, which area is going to be beaten down to bare dirt first? My
bet would be on the one acre parcel. It doesn't take much brain power to
figure out that by crowding the off-road vehicle users into a smaller area
will eventually eliminate that form of use all together because the use will
surely take its toll on the enviromment much quicker.

I would sincerely hope that the decision that is made for this area is done so
based on facts and not based on pressure from the "affluents" ag is usually
the case. I believe there is room for everyone to participate in the form of
recreation they enjoy.

1

Cynthia L. Foster
33996 Mt Pleasant Rd
Lebanon, OR 97355

Submit: Submit



Williams/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI@BLM
cc:
Subject: Fw: Upper Deschutes plan comments

01/16/2004 12:46 PM

this was in my inbox, and don't know if you have another copy. -Mc=

Mollie Chaudet

541-416-6872

BLM ‘

Project Manager .

Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

USFS :

Upper Deschutes Wild and Scenic River Coordinator -
Deschutes Provincial Advisory Caommittee Liaison

- Forwarded by Mollie Chaudet/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI on 01/16/2004 12:44 PM --—-
Bill Marlett To: Mollie <Mollie_Chaudet@or.bim.gov>

<bmarlett@onda .org> cc:
01/16/2004 12:00 AM = Subject: Upper Deschutes plan comments

Mollie Chaudet ~ To: Teal Purrington/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI@BLM, Mike
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Oregon Natural Desert Association

15 January 2004

.Bureau of Land Management
Prineville, OR
97756

Re: Comments on Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan/Env1ronmenta1 Impact
Statement

Dear Mr. Towne:

Please accept these comments made on behalf of the Oregon Natural Desert Association on the
BLM’s Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement

(RMP/EIS). \

The Oregon Natural Desert Association (ONDA) is a non-profit public interest organization
“dedicated to preserving and protecting the public lands of eastern Oregon. ONDA has a long
_history. of interest and involvement in Bureau of Land Management activities with respect to
grazing, riparian areas, water quality, and fish and wildlife. ONDA’s mission is to protect,

defend, and restore forever, the health of Oregon’s native deserts. The members and staff of
ONDA use and enjoy the public lands, waters, and natural resources withir-the planning area for
countless recreational, scientific spiritual, educational, aesthetic, and other purposes. ONDA and
its members also participate in information gathering and dissemination, education and public
outreach, commenting upon proposed agency actions, and other activities relating to the BLM’s
management and administration of the public lands of eastern Oregon.

In general, we are very pleased with BLM’s draft plan and the effort staff has made to balance
competing resource issues. Having been an active participant in the planning process, we are
aware of the substantial discussion that has occurred to get to this point. We believe the -

- preferred alternative is an excellent start, however, we feel further emphasis should be paid
towatds protecting and enhancing the non-commodity and non-motorized recreation values and
opportunities in the planning area. Unlike any other BLM planning area in eastern Oregon,
much less in the state, the central Oregon region is unique for the substantial demands being
placed on the surrounding public lands in one of the fastest growing areas in the West. The
BLM’s planning approach must be equally aggressive in anticipating the demands for recreation
and wildlife needs in the future. While there is no question that BLM recognizes the increase in
demands that are occurring, the preferred alternative seems to be more focused on the past ten
years of change versus the next'ten years. For that reason, we would support elements of



alternative 7 and the preferred alternative 6.



Major issues:

Badlands WSA

We are support BLM’s decision to remove motorized use from the Badlands WSA, however, we
wish to note that the “Badlands” to many people includes Dry River Canyon as part of the
Badlands. (Refer to the Badlands ads that were placed in the Source or to the Badlands maps on
ONDA’s web page.) This additional 5,000 acres has been an integral part of ONDA’s proposed
wilderness area for the past couple of years and we believe BLM should consider including these
lands in the proposed non-motorized use area. Equally important is the fact that golden eagles
and prairie falcons nest in Dry River Canyon. Given the proximity of the highway, it seems
critical that public lands north of the canyon be designated for non-motorized use to minimize
stress on these birds. Moreover, these lands are critical winter deer range and serve a vital
migration corridor between Millican Valley and the Badlands.

- Lending further evidence of BLM’s decision for keeping the Badlands as a non-motorized use
area was a poll commissioned by ONDA of registered voters in Deschutes and Crook County in
2002. The results were overwhelmingly in support of designating the Badlands as wilderness
and we should note that particular attention was paid to inform respondents of the fact that
motorized use would be prohibited from the Badlands upon designation as wilderness (see
attached summary). '

| Permit Relinquishment o

Again, ONDA support’s BLM’s general direction to allow for permit relinquishment, however,
we believe the preferred alternative limits the ability of ranchers and the public to participate in
this unique and voluntary transaction. It should be noted that the idea behind the grazing matrix

— stems from a current interest on the part of some ranchers to retire their grazing permits for
conservation use (i.e., non use). These voluntary transactions are being fueled on the part of
groups like ONDA who are willing to “buy-out” the financial interest of the permit in areas
where we would like lands protected for wildlife or wilderness values.

As we have suggested over the past year, grazing permittees should be allowed.to relinquish
their grazing permit and close the allotment if the allotment is located in any special management
area, such as a WSA, ACEC, RNA, Wild and Scenic River. Further, allowing permits to be
relinquished on lands that provide excellent wildlife habitat ‘or harbor sensitive speicies would
allow BLM to more quickly achieve wildlife objectives while minimizing overall management
costs. Likewise if an allotment contained a 303d listed stream. We feel the current grazing
matrix is too limiting in creating opportunities to relinquish grazing permits (and closing the
allotment) and suggest this be expanded. Further, we suggest that for any allotment where
relinquishment is an option, that BLM, at the dlscretlon of the perrmttee allow for the option of
either grassbank or closmg the allotment. :

In particular, we would recommend that the grazing permits in the Badlands WSA and
surroungding the Pronhorn Resort be available for the voluntary relinquishment and closure of



the allotments. One further suggestion to increase BLM’s management flexibility is to give
some discretion to the area manager when making thse decisions to allow for unique

~ circumstances and opportunities that may arise and that don’t comport ot the exact strictures of
the grazing matrix. ' ' ‘

Thanks again for an outstanding job!

Sincerely,

Bill Marlett,
Executive Director




Mollie Chaudet To: Teel.Pﬁrrington/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI@BLM,. Mike
01/16/2004 12:47 PM - Wﬂhams/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOI@BLM
Subject: Fw: ONDA attachment

also in my-in box. -mc=-

Mollie Chaudet

541-416-6872

BLM

Project Manager

Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

USFS ‘
Upper Deschutes Wild and Scenic River Coordinator
Deschutes Provincial Advisory Committee Liaison

----- Forwarded by Mollie Chaudet/PRFO/OR/BLM/DOl' on 01/16/2004 12:46 PM -—
Bill Marlett ] To: Mollie <Mollie_Chaudet@or.bim.gov>

<bmarlett@onda .org> cc
01/16/2004 12:12 AM Subject: ONDA attachment

Mollle, This ig the polling data on Badlands that I referred to in my
"letter...Bill.

Badlands.628.pdf
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Recent Polling Show A Majority Support Wilderness Designation for Badlands

TC: " Bill Marlett
' Oregon Natural Desert Association
- FROM: Lisa Grove and Ben Patinkin
Grove Quirk Insight
RE:
DATE: June 26, 2002

A Majority of Voters Favor the Creation of a Wllderness ‘Area in the Badlands of

Central Oregon

Central Oregonians approve of the
proposal to give the Badlands a Wilderness
designation. _After explaining the proposal in
a format that describes restrictions placed
upon the land as a result of passage of a
Wilderness designation, 54% of voters

approved, while only 35% were oppos_éd.

With a 19 percentage point favor margin this . |

designation is cllearly something Central
Oregonians want.

~ Views are more strongly held on the
support side. Indeed, strong support

outpaces strong opposition by 19 points.

Now I'd like to get your reaction to a proposal regarding
the Badlands area in Central Oregon. The prop6tal,” it
approved by Congress, would designate about 37,000 acrg§
of federal land as a Wilderness area. The area is curren‘fly
managed By the Bureau of Land Management or B,

Under this Wilderness designation, all motorized vehicles
such as trucks, dirt bikes and all-terrain vehicles would not
be allowed within the designated Wilderness area and 10
miles of existing, year-round motorized vehicle trails would

_be closed. Hiking, horse back riding and hunting would still

be allowed. This arrangement is similar to other designated
Wilderness areas in Central Oregon such as Three Sisters
and Mill Creek. Do you favor or oppose designating this
area as Wilderness, or aren't you sure!

Favor, strongly ' 44% 54%
Favor, not strongly 10%
Oppose, not strongly 10%

25% 35%

Oppose, strongly

Undecided 1%

Democrats, especially younger (under 50) vDemocrats‘ and young women, are most in favor. Of

those opposed to the proposal the most strident are Republicans, those age 40 to 49, men and

Crook County voters.

to support than oppose the Wilderness designation. The only demographic sub-groups where

Though to be clear, nearly every demographic subgroup is more likely

oppositioh outpaces support is among Crook County voters and Republican men. Undecided



voters tend to be older voters, primarily those age 50 to 59, older Democrats and older

women.

The Natural Importance of the
Badlands Area Is a Compelling Reason
to Support the Proposal
The na;tural and geological

uniqueness of the Badlands area is a
compelling reason for voters to support the
“proposal. One-third (35%) of those
surveyed say that this ﬁakes them much
more likely to be in favor of the proposal

while only 17% say that this makes them Iess

Let me tell you a little more about this Badlands area. This
area is winter habitat for deer and elk and many species of
birds. It also includes one of the oldest stands of juniper
trees in Central Oregon, unique geological formations and
several Indian petroglyphs. Currently, it is designated a
BLM Wilderness Study Area, which means most of it is
already closed to motorized vehicles. Does knowing this
make you more or less likely to support Wilderness
designation or doesn't it make a difference to you elther
way?

Much more likely 35%
Somewhat likely 12%
No difference 36%

Somewhat less likely 6%
Much less likely 1%

Iikely to support it. Those most persuaded by this argument (35%) include Democrats,

Independents, older women and women in Deschutes County. This argument is also

persuasive to undemded voters. The area’s umqueness should be a central part of ONDA’s

communications strategy

Some Voters AppreCIate That Motorized Trails Will Still Be Open

Even if this proposal is approved, over 200 miles of existing
motorized trails adjacent to the designated area would
remain open for use on BLM lands. Does knowing this
make you more or less likely to support Wilderness
designation or doesn't it make a difference to you either
way!

Much more likely 25% 38%
Somewhat likely 13%
No difference 49%
Somewhat less likely 6%
Much less likely 7% 13%

When told that the proposal would
not affect-over 200 miles of adjacent off-
road trails, most (49%) say the issue does
not affect them either way. One-fourth
(25%) clalm that it makes them more likely
to support the proposal. Of the 25% who
become much more likely to support the

proposal, Independents, young Democrats

and Democrats in‘Deschutes,County top the list. Only 13% claim that it makes them less likely

to support it. These include Reppblicans and older men. It should be noted that 44% of

undecided voters find the argument to be persuasive. This message clearly reassures voters

still on the fence that the proposal will not completely close off the Badlands to all motorized




activities. Therefore it should be a component of ONDA’s message.
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PRONGHORN'

Yenuary 15, 2004 RECEIVED

JAN 1 8 2004
' _ BLM PRINEVILLE
Mr. Robert Towne, Area Manager o _ DISTRICT
Bureau of Land Management :
3050 NE Third Street

Prineville, Oregon 97754

Re:  Comments regarding the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

Dear Robert;

Please record these comments for the record in your review of the proposed Upper Deschutes
’ M. . ) ) Co- T TT . .

We appreciated BLM’s recent willingness to reconsider the siting requirements for our dry utility
right of way. That process illuminated the tremendous opportunitics we have to enhance and
restore the natural values of the public lands surrounding the resort, as well as the broader
landscape of public lands between Highway 97 and Highway 20. We at Pronghorn are
committed to .an active partnership with BLM toward the accomplishment of public land
enhancement efforts throughout thig broad area.

Please consider our specific comments, which relate to the area referred to in the plan as the
“Bend Redmond” area between Bend, Redmond, Powell Butte Highway, and Highway 97.

We understand that this plan is intended to set the broadest possible direction for transportation
planning affecting the Bend Redmond area. The residents and owners of Pronghorn should be
considered major stakeholders in any discussion about highway rights of way, and we have been
encouraged by our discussions with BLM to date regarding future scenarios for the placement of
our permanent secondary access to the resort, as required by Deschutes County.

We have monitored the collaborative effort of the Regional Solutions Team to address
transportation needs in the Bend-Redmond area. Now that this has become a Regional Problem
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olving effort, we ask that Pronghom be de51gnated a direct participant alongsade the
- government agencies.

In addition, we acknowledge the innovative effort by BLM and others to develop a process for
identifying those grazing allotments in which BLM would allow their retirement from grazing
during the life of the RMP, upon voluntary relinquishment of the grazing permit. However, we
disagree with BLM’s proposal that the Crenshaw Allotment (#5116) be designated for reserve
forage in the event that we choose to relinquish the petmit. We ask that this allotment be closed
in the event we choose to relinquish the permit. We suggest that given this allotments’ proximity

_ %0 2 major resort, its potential for ecological restoration, and as important antelope habitat, it
shonld be considered to have, in the context of your proposed matrix, at least moderate
ecological potential and high social potential, and therefore be eligible for closure

In order to effectively enhance the land surrounding Pronghom we intend to collaboratively

work with BLM to remove old fences and to close and revegetate unnecessary or duplicative

roads. We support those aspects of the plan that are consistent with the enhancement of the

publi¢ lands surrounding Pronghom. Given our general concern about the existing density of the

network of roads and trails in the area near Pronghorn, we ask for continued collaboration

regarding the development of any new trails in the area, and we support placement of a well
~ thought out trail system between Bend and Kedmond.

Very truly yours,

Scott DEnneyn S K
Partner ‘

High Desert Development Company



CENTRAL OREGON MOTORCYCLE AND ATV CLUB w(“‘;";/
Bureau of Land Management o ;
Prineville District Office RECEIVED
3050 NE Third St - ‘ ,
Prineville, Or 97753 | o JAN T 472004
January 12, 2004 : Bl eLE

ATT: Teal Purrington

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft EIS
To Whom it May Concern:

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to something as important as
management of all BLM land in Central Oregon. COMAC has been involved in

this process since the beginning and | hope that my comments can be of

aSS|stance in future planning and document revision.
Process Issues

As an active participant in the recreation issue team meetings along with ‘
participation in the full issue team meetings for the two year process, it was my
opinion from the onset that the makeup of the issue teams was not broadly
interest based. The public participation process was too long. Much time was
devoted to ground rules and good manners and little time to produce substantive-
comments or consensus within the issue team. We spent entire mornings
hammering out rules of conduct and less than an hour to reach agreementon
matters within our recreation issue team. After we finally worked out agreements
within our group, once those were presented to the full group, those agreements
were discounted and discarded without dlscussmn or debate, because another

team dldl’l t agree with them.

The process was further confused when objectives set for the next meeting

- would not, in fact, be the starting point for the next meeting — This was not just

confusing to the public participants but queries to BLM staff showed them to be
equally confused about the process, the progress or what it all meant when put
together.

- South Millican does not reflect the agreements reached in our issue team

meetings. | believe we would have a longer riding season to allow for winter use
and that special events would be allowed. -



"Data Issues

The information regarding road and trail densities, location of roads and trails;
and mileage available on BLM land is not used by the specialists in their reports.
In fact what was stated was that “information was incomplete or unavailable”
regarding OHV usage, page 334 and 345. With that stated, it would seem
impossible for BLM to analysis consequences. Upon studying the environmental
consequences in chapter four, current OHV use and how it affects vegetation,
soils, wildlife or recreation was not found. Without that basis it seems BLM will
be unable to determine impacts.

- The data used to project growth of motorized recreation does not speak to what
is actually happening on BLM land in Central Oregon.- Use levels are not .
described, which makes the decisions and allocation of uses and assessment of
needs inaccurate. The document does not show enough analysis of OHV
growth, usage or demand to support the preferred alternative.

The impact of changing currently OPEN areas to designated roads and trails -
affecting over 38% of the planning area is a dramatic management shift and one
that will hugely affect OHV use. Alternative 7 would decrease OHV opportunities
and increase non motorized opportunities without documenting need for the shift.
This direction does not provide enough opportunities for the growth of OHV
recreation. Industry trends, studied by the Motorcycle Industry Council state that
from 1999 when OHVs sold in the United States totaled 700,000 to 2001 when
units sold were 1,000,000 shows a 20% growth annually. This results in a retail
market of $18b||||on a year. This growth is not reflected in the oppodunltes for
the next 10-20 years of this plan. _

The draft RMP does not provide four wheel drive opportunities and that issue
should be included in the plan.

It appears that BLM supports ODF & W in their population targets for wildlife. - If
that is the case, we may be seeing further parasitic epidemics reported to OSU
entomology department from the deer over population we have experienced

- recently. Many recreationists ask for clarification regarding why we are seeing
animal herds protected only to be hunted and killed. The wildlife goal would, in
_effect, replace one sport for another as OHV use is often restricted when wildlife
concerns are addressed. It seems BLM favors hunting as a recreation over OHV
use regardless.

With the restrictions and closures suggested in Alternative 7, there will be a shift

- in motorized use. By reducing opportunities recreationists will be displaced.

~ Since they cannot go west toward Bend, the assumption is that they will go
further east. This has been an underemphasized and underestimated issue in
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the RMP draft and we feel it is a considerable problem. There are potentially

- many species, animal and plant, that could be jeopardized along with the fact
that further east is designated open, so the use will be mainly unmanaged. The
Brothers Lapine Plan managed a much larger area than this plan is addressing,
thus this plan puts additional significance on the small area sage grouse habitat
that exists in this plan vs the larger area of concemn outside the planning area.
The management of the sage grouse leks that are further east could be
impacted, thereby necessitating emergency closures to OHV use. The central
Oregon area is a destination for OHV and snowmobile use and BLM needs to
recognize it as a viable use of public land in planning. Pushing use further east
and risking more closures seems inevitable and unacceptable with the current
plan emphasis. '

Implementation

- The overall strategy of current management seemed to keep all BLM empioyees
productively employed. Without huge additional resources, how feasible is
Alternative 77 Regarding OHV use, if the cost of closing Badlands, managing
Cline Buttes with separate systems, adding new systems to the Bend-Redmond
block and opening up North Millican for year round use is looked at financially, it -
seems like an alternative destined fo fail. It was siressed several times in the
document that BLM will be looking to partnerships for funding. By reducing OHV
use dramatically, closing much land to our use, the OHV community, may quite
likely, be unwilling to give at-itscurrent level, to the BLM budget. Will non-
motorized use also be asked to partner financially? How about the horse and
shooting groups? We believe the $2million that the OHV community has given to
Central Oregon for recreation recently is probably the biggest partner from the
recreational community that BLM has seen. The social values survey BLM is
using to make decisions on OHV management was written as to reach a
preordained conclusion and certainly not one that the OHV community couid
support or appreciate. The form and its style did not lend itself to a positive
‘outcome for motorized use.

The interim plan is very important to OHV use. Without more complete and
detailed information about what the users will have while all these designated
trails are being planned, | have significant problems with the plan and the
process. While understanding this is a planning document, part of the planning
must be planning for the interim. If the interim plan fits personal issue team
leaders agenda’s, how can the users expect that we will ever get past the interim
phase. The interim plan will determine uses for an indeterminate period. The
interim plan must be described in further detail and the consequences of that .
plan need full analysis. The interim plan should not provide an opportunity for
BLM to avoid the requirements of NEPA. '

In trying to understand the draft plan | found the environmental consequences,
Chapter Four, to be unintelligible. There was an inconsistency in understanding



how one specialist worked with any other specialist to address the issue-of
motorized recreation. Again, going back to the lack of information specialists
stated, that they used to work with. Aren’t these documents supposed to be
written so they can be understood? The way it was written, trying to compare
recreation alternatives, or just OHV opportunities made it a difficult read and
even more difficult to understand Page 252, this section is supposed to describe
the current habitat, conditions and unlque features of the landscape but it doesn'’t
do that. Each alternative discussion is separated by several pages, then -
narrative and general discussion and area speciijs The headings address
habitat effectiveness, then emphasis areas then no discussion on those issues
with effects sometimes being discussed and sometimes not, page 357. Upon
review, Page 369, under cumulative effects show no cause and effect analysis
and is too general to comment on. The cumulative effects language, page 372,
does not state what activities are affected and how they are related. The attempt
to compare with appendix A (Vol.3) where alternatives are written differently —
basically two sets of alternatives shown, was also difficult. Having been to all
the issue meetings | feel | have a better understanding than most do about what
BLM is proposing and even | couldn’t follow the specialists. If the purpose of the
document was to gather public comment, the complexity of the plan discourages
substantive comments.

Site Specific Issues

Cline Buttes is the one area that Alt 7 is a poor option. We do not feel that Alt. 7
will adequately address the current or future needs for motorized use and we are
very concerned that separate trails will create not dispel conflicts. Separate-
systems will decrease opportunities for both uses and each system will be judged
against the other. By dividing the available area into smaller segments of use
for both motorized and non-motorized, it will diminish the user experience to an
unsatisfactory level. '

The closure of all BLM land around Laplne is unwarranted and unnecessary.
There is nothing in the affects analysis regarding this issue. The reasoning for
closure that we have heard has been wildlife concerns. It seems reasonable to
provide a corridor for wildlife without such a dramatic closure to all the Lapine
residents currently accessing public land. Where is the planning for the affected
population and the impacts analysis for it.

Providing no opportunities for OHV use at Prineville Reservoir when use is
currently there, should be reevaluated. The plan simply offers too few
opportunities and too many lock ups for the OHV community and the Crook
County residents and tourists. The reservoir itself promotes multiple use — it isn't
a WSA. -



The paving of West Butte Rd affects the OHV system and the plan does not
address it. The paving of this road will be very detrimental to our trail system and
we have concerns about how BLM will mitigate these concerns. There should be
analysns of the cumulative effects to the users this will provoke.

Juniper Woodlands management if pursued as aggressively as proposed will
severely decrease the opportunities for a successful and desirable trail system in
North Millican. By harvesting so many of the trees the net result will be a flat
canvas to develop a trail system. Experience has proven straight trails are speed
 trails and OHV’s cover the ground too quickly as opposed to winding trails
through vegetation. For a system to succeed it must be done with thought,
proper design and rider satisfaction as a priority.

Badlands WSA complete closure in Alt 7 is going to be more expensive and more
difficult to manage than the current management is. The parking problem total
closure will necessitate is not addressed in the plan. if BLM had problems
managing Badlands prior to this RMP, how will total closure take care of those ~
problems? All of the reasons for keeping the motorized public out of the area
have nothing to do with law abiding citizens enjoying the desert beauty. From
the issue team meetings it appears there was no objection from ODF & W .
regardlng wildlife, it appears the closure is strictly socnal and COMAC must take
issue with the ratlonal used fo restrict our use.

I appremate the opportunity to be lnvolved in this process. COMAC has been o o
proud stewards of the land we care so much about for over 20 years. -

lncerely,

kﬁ‘t‘ 1 ) " , | \‘\lw&/' | ‘ |
&I ufourd, CO Land Use Director:

20923 SE King Hezekiah Way

Bend, Oregon 97702
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| AN 15 2004
January 14, 2004 | . GUMPRINEVIE
Teal Purrington
Bureau of Land Management
3050 NE 3™ St

Prineville, Oregon 97754
Dear Ms. Purrington, |

As a follow up to our meeting w1th Janet Hutchison, Robert Towne and Ph11 Paterno on September 30,2003, 1
am submitting this letter of interest in regard to the 318 acres of land located on 19™ Street just south of the

. County Fair Grounds i in Redmond. As d1scussed this land belongs to BLM and is set aside for community
expansion. :

The City of Redmond is interested in the property for community expansion to be used for utility purposes. We
surrently undergoing an engineering study and updating our Facility Plan for Redmond’s Wastewater
_ jty. Although Redmond’s engineering study is not yet complete, it is estimated that Rédmond would need an
estimated 25 acres for wastewater facilities with possibilities of additional land needed for irrigation purposes.

If you have any questions I may be contacted at: 541 504-5071 or 541 480-2977.
Sincerely, .

£l

Kevin S. Curtis
City of Redinond
Wastewater Division Supervisor

cct "Mary Meloy, PW Director
Jo Anne Sutherland, City Manager
Janet Hutchison, BLM '
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Environmental Impact Statement. Some sort of plan has been needed for & very ougld likke to take this
opportunity to make @ few comments and suggestions regarding the proposed altematives for thp area inthe
Cline Buttes area in the middie of Bend, Redmond, and Sisters, This is an area ! have lived in sémounded by BLM
for approximately 20 years, Whichever plan is chosen will impact my life and therefore is very important to me. |
personaily have beon working with BLM in trying ta get some sort of plart in effect in this area forlwell over 10

I will not make one of the Altematives that is proposed as a clear choios for me at this time. Aghough | fee! that
the Prefored Altemative can be made to be acceptable once roads, trails, and uses are clearly dfine
soe that they are in the proposed altemetives; particularly in regards to roads and trails for motof
and 4 Wheelers, :

As far as roads that are proposed, the road from the comer of Innes Mrkt. Rd. and Highway 20
known ag Dusty Dirt Rd, cannot be used as a feedar road to access the greater BLM fands in thip area. It would
have to cross the middle of privete proparty whith is unacceptable. Particularly given the history |
enforcoment capability or desire on the part of BLM to control off-roading, vandalism, or frash duinping.

The greatest problem and threat this area faces comes from motorized activities; particulardy rhotorcycles and
ATV's. Again, BLM has g history of not having the capability or desire to cantrol or contain them §n any manner; in
fact, just the opposite. BLM has at times encouraged there use in this area, Given this history, albng with a history
from the motoreyele industry and its Individual participants of having no ability to control or policd their own
activities untll entire arees are destroyed, any acceptable Alternative will have to have their area| ,
defired, & policing pian, and BLM capability and desire to enforoe those plans. To realistically dajthat their area of
uge will have to be severely limited and the rules straightforward and simple. One of those rules should be that
any motorized trall ehould be at ieast one mile away from any private property boundary. Anything
continued conflict in this area, Another rule that | would like to gee, (although | know it would nev
would be that once these frails are defined, if the motorized recreationists are found to go off thoge
thetn in any way, they would lose one mile of trail for each infraction. That is the only way | can tjink of that they
may iry to police themselves. For the seke of faimess, if these same rules need to apply to mour
equestrians, though much less necessary, | would have no problem with that. What must be reme

! motorcyice and ATV activity is completely incompatible with any other use...whether it be wildlife
environment, hunting, bicyclists, hikers, equestrians...yau name it. !
Thoss are the two main areas of concem that | wanted to comment on. Again, | appreciate the
that has gone Inta this plan, and [ louk forward to finally seeing some sort of plan put into action. ft this point any
plan shouid be better than the current plan that has been in operation in this area for many yearg which has
~ been, "Since it is BLM...anything goes!" _

Sincerely,
Gary Hickmann

68990 Dusty Dirt Rd.
Bend, OR. 97701

i * Thursday, January 15, 2004 America Online: Ghickmann




Comment Form

For public input on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Env1roRECIE1‘\fEtﬁ

Today’s Date: "/ ’/Z’”ﬂf1 ' - JAN 15 2004
Your name (please print): - , ‘ - BLMBRIN
Representing (put an X in one box only): DISTRICT

K self only, or /(@ b Aja /L

LI business, orgamzatlon or agency (list): J z/LUl,/ A //ZA%
Street Address, State, and ZIP: _25 70D SP&WCW W@MJ ﬁﬂ( @&VL&( OR 977() /
Phone: 5%/ 5292 b ' E-mail:

Important Privacy Notice: All written comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for
public review upon request, and may be published by the BLM during the planning process. However, as an
individual you can ask us to withhold your name and address. All submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be
made available for public inspection in their entirety. If you checked “self only” above, and would like us to

withhold your name, put an X in this box: O .

Comments:

Continue your comments on the back of this page, or on additional pages
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Comments on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental

Impact Statement
RECEIVED

Keith and Janet Nash

25700 Spencer Wells Rd '

Bend, Or 97701 - AN TS 200

541.576.2922 ‘ _ BLM PRINEVILLE
L DISTRICT

We are landowners in the Millican Valley, in the Horse Ridge and South Millican area.
- As permittees of the Horse Ridge and Barlow Caves grazing allotments, our comments
concern both of our roles: landowner and permittee.

1. The expansion of sage grouse managed land. As a sensitive species, sage
grouse are currently the focus of many mitigating measures, Expansion of the
~ management area into the Barlow Caves (west side of Horse Ridge) allotment is
not necessary, and in fact would add to the bureaucratic headache a potential
listing could bring. BLM biologists have identified Horse Ridge as the western
boundary of local sage grouse habitat. Expansion further west is not warranted,
‘especially in light of the Skeleton fire that destroyed the sagebrush habitat in
- +1996. Imposing more restrictions could affect grazing season, recreation, and
.travel management. If it were an area of critical habitat, we could support the
“expansion. It is a marginal-habitat at best, and inclusion in a managément area .
“imposes layers of procedural requirements and adds to all ready under funded
BLM mandates. :

2. Designation of Horse Ridge as closed to all motorized traffic. As property
owners of several large acreages in Golden Basin, we are opposed to the complete
exclusion of motorized vehicles. Our grazing allotment covers the same area, and
we require administrative access to our allotment. Past road closures have made
checking cattle, fence, range conditions, water hauling and changing pastures
difficult. Further closures would compound the effect. The closures implemented
after the Skeleton Fire have done an adequate job of reducing road densities, and
controlling traffic. Closing the entire area and dedicating it to recreation

\ represents an unfair balance of land uses. We do support the exclusion of
uncontrolled OHV use. Current level of conflict between mountain bike users
and horseback riders is manageable, especially if the mountain bike community
continues with their education efforts. To dedicate the entire area to a relatively
small number of recreationalists is unfair and unwise. Mountain bikers have
created a series of trails that only partially utilize vehicular roads. The area is

- open enough that both parties can avoid each other. The same applies to
equestrian users. Events can be managed on a case-by-case basis.

Road closures in such a large area would not be énforceable, creating conflicts
between legal users (permittees) and the public. Locked gates are not anyone’s idea



of how public lands should be administered. Our parcels of private property would be
diminished in value, an economic taking without compensation. BLM cannot deny
access to private property. We in turn require a road to access/develop the property.
Until the process for BLM acquisition of private lands is streamlined, these properties.
are a vital part of our ranching operation. We would be very interested in trading
these parcels and eliminating these inholdings. But under current guidelines, it is an
expensive cumbersome process no one is anxious to undertake. A federal policy to
facilitate these transfers is sorely needed. '

These private parcels we own in the Horse Rldge area need to be identified as
such on all BLM maps. The maps should specify no public access without landowner
permission. We have resisted fencing these parcels; it would make grazing utilization
difficult, invite vandalism and detract from the visual appeal of public lands. All road
and trail planning needs to avoid private land. The RMP needs to allow for rerouting of
roads that currently traverse private lands. In particular, our parcel at Dyer Well at the
foot of Horse Ridge needs to have the road routed around it, not through it. The same
. applies to any new recreational trails that are built or mapped. Trails cannot be
designated through private property. The Visual Designation for Horse Ridge is vague,
not supported well in the text, and should be excluded from the final version. It seems
adversarial to farming/ranching and is sufficiently protected by current Deschutes County
Zoning. Another costly management project for administration by the BLM. All these
lands are currently zoned EFU by Deschutes County, which affords inherent protection.
BLM is charged with administering the land, not designating zoning codes. -

3. OHYV Use. We are concerned-about the growth of the OHV program. The
planning document considers OHV use as governed and managed by the current
Millican Valley OHV plan. The issue is not addressed adequately in the RMP,
perhaps because the size and scope of the RMP is too large. At any rate, the OHV
program desperately needs guidelines and limitations beyond what are currently
in place. Continued growth without adequate enforcement capability is not
acceptable. If the OHV budget is so large as to allow for constant expansion into
environmentally sensitive areas, they should bear some of the burden of cost and
mitigation. Currently, it is all placed on other users to pick up the pieces of the -
program that aren’t working. We maintain roads used by OHV recreationalists.
We pick up their garbage and repair damage to fences, stock tanks and private
property. We see constant illegal use, and have no enforcement personnel to call
in a timely manner. Hold the program at current levels until some resolution and
self-governing is in place and working.

We appreciate the work BLM does to keep ranches intact and viable as working units.
Part of what the public enjoys as open spaces comes in part because of the continuing
work of these ranches to support wildlife and well managed public lands. More
restrictive policies make it harder and harder for the rancher to remain an economically
viable unit. Guidelines should be just that, guidelines, not restrictive one-size-fits all

regulations.
/KU W v

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

‘ e %ﬂg/iL—»




Bruce Bowen
Eva Eagle

17212 Pine Drive
Sisters, OR 97759

Teal Purrington RECE‘VED
Bureau of Land Management -

3050 NE Third 8

Prineville, Or 971;?:1t » JAN 15 2004

RINEVILLE
Jamuary 13,2004 L‘\AD‘TSTF“GT

Dear Teal Purrington:

‘We have a mixed reaction to the BLM’s proposed management plan for the Upper Deschutes Watershed.
The proposed plan sounds very balanced in its approach and has much to recommend it. However, we are
froubled by many of the specific recommendations of the proposal for lands with which we are familiar.
Regardless of what approach is ﬁnally taken, we hope that the BLM will take a second look at the specifics
in each area.

Overall Assessment of the Plan

As a general approach, Alternative 7 is a move in the right direction for this land. Alternative 7 preserves
public ownership of a large proportion of the BLM land, has the strongest gun restrictions of any
_alternative, and designates a high proportion of the area for primary wildlife management. The concept of
- separating recreational uses wheére possible is a good one, and Alternative 7 takes the right track by
separating different uses by trail or trailhead when total separation by area is not feasible. This alternative,
if chosen, will be an important step toward better management. We have three general concerns about the
plan, however.

1. Evena good plan will work only if there are funds for enforcement of the new restrictions.

2. The plan should create as much separation of motorized and non-motorized travel as possible,
as far apart as possible. Once motorized vehicles are in an area they tend to go wherever they
please, without regard for restrictions. Since enforcement will be difficult at best, we
recommend that access points for the two types of irafﬁc be widely separated and that the two

. different types of trails be far apart. :

3. Inany area where different modes of traffic must co-emst, we note that mountain biking trails
are destroyed rapidly by horses as well as by motorized vehicles. So in doing the detailed
planning we ask you to consider separating bicycle from both horse and motorized traffic.

Of course, such a detailed plan for a large area is difficult to assess properly. Because our land borders the
northwest sections of that planning area, we are able to apply our knowledge of the area to the plan in a
way that we cannot for most of the watershed. Close examination of the plan's impact in our area leads us -
to believe that in some arenas, the plan’s philosophy is not well supported by the specifics. We can only
suspect that a close, informed inspection of the plans for other areas would reveal similar issues. But we
have not had the time to do that. Here are our commients and concerns about Northwest.

Comments on Upper Deschutes Management Plan Bowen/Eagle ) Page 1 of 3



Assessment of Alternative 7 Pfoposal for Northwest

Wildlife and Natural Vegetation:

We support Alternative 7 in its recommendations for wildlife and vegetation.

+ Wildlife. We are very pleased that this area is designated for primary wildlife emphasis. We see
many deer, elk, eagles and other raptors, as well as numerous non-predatory birds. - We have also seen
the occasional bobcat, cougar, river otter, and badger. Except for deer, the larger animals do not adapt
well to encroachment and need acreage of undeveloped land for habitat. The plan should serve this
primary emphasis on wildlife, but other features of the proposal do not seem to do so. (See below.)

¢ Vegetation. Some of this area is designated for Ponderosa Pine restoration (Map 6) and much for
‘aquatic stronghold restoration.” This sounds good, but we are not sure what this means nor do we
understand how it relates to the resource use provisions in the plan. (See below).

¢ Fires. This area had a significant fire on both sides of the creek and does need some thinning done in
areas where past grazing may have caused overgrowth of sage and rabbitbrush.

Resource Use: » ‘
We:disagree with the recommendations of Alternative 7 for resource use. To support the wildlife and
recreation emphasis, we recommend no grazing, timber harvesting, or mineral extraction in this
area.
¢ Grazing. This area has grazing allotments in all of the BLM property and grazing is allowed in
Alternative 7. Is this usage consistent with the wildlife emphasis and restoration? Is there going to be
any effort to close those grazing allotments? (Please note that we have never seen any grazing in the
areas we frequent in Northwest.)
¢ Timber. In the planning area map (Map 1) the BLM properties in T14S,R11E, Sections 19, 20 &
. adjacent areas-are designated as commercial timber areas. What does the new plan have to say about
-this? We see no timber maps in the plan and would very much like to know what the BLM’s timber
sales plans are for this area. This designation seems inconsistent with the primary wildlife emphasis.
. & Minerals. The corner of land nearest Panoramic Estates (in T14S,R11E, Section 30) is designated as a
* 1/8 mile boundary closed to mineral material sales. Panoramic Estates, the original subdivision, is
designated as Residential. Unfortunately, adjacent residential land has not been designated as
‘Residential.” Were the residential areas correctly designated, the 1/8 mile boundary would extend
further than shown on Map S-28. This needs to be addressed. In addition, we would like to
understand better what mineral usage.there might be in this area and what access would be granted.
We would also like to be informed if there are any applications to extra minerals here.

Safety:

We disagree with Alternative 7and recommend this be a no huntmg zone.

+ We support the proposal to have no shooting in Northwest except while legally hunting, in contrast
with permissible shooting at any time. What hunting season(s) does the BLM recognize?

¢ - We ask that the BLM consider allowing no shooting at all in the western areas of NW, due to
adjacency of dwellings. (Neighborhood closest to T14S,R11E, Section 19 is organizing to declare
ourselves a no hunting zone and will ask that BLM apply that rule in the adjacent area)

Recreation:

We generally support Alternative 7 in its recreatlon emphasis bit need more information.

- ¢ We support the emphasis on non-motorized trails in Northwest (‘non motorized rec. emphasis®). We
are, however, concerned that there will be disruption if improved access allows ATVs to get into the
area on a more regular basis, creating fire and wildlife hazards. As a result, we would like to be a part
of planning for trails in this area.

¢ The plan notes there should be a trail to be created linking ‘southwest of main block’ with FS Road
6360 Also alink from Sisters trails identified by CATS to access the road to Alder Springs TH. We
would like to know more about specific locations for trailheads and trails, and especially for any area
open to motorized traffic.

Comments on Upper Deschytes Management Plan Bowen/Eagle N Page 2 of 3
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Transportation:

We support Alternative 7°s transportation concepts but need more information about specifics and

ask the BLM to correct errors in the mapping of roads.

¢ The plan wisely recommends a limit on motorized traffic, keeping them to existing roads ‘in the main
block’ (Holmes Rd to Forest Road 6360 -+ others as needed to get to trailheads) and to close the area to
all vehicles in winter. (‘limited to designated roads seasonally’). It is difficult to comment on how
well this provision serves the plan’s principles without knowing the exact number and location of

‘existing roads.” We would like a map of these so we can comment more fully, and we would like to

be a part of any road planning for this area.

+ We are especially concerned and confused about the transportanon provisions because Map S-7 shows

" our driveway and our own private utility roads as connecting public roads to BLM roads. They should
not be shown as roads and certainly are not ‘existing roads’ available for motorized travel. We have
strong concerns about this issue. (We tried to print this section of the map, but the detail in the file
does not seem to support that. We have therefore enclosed with these comments a county GIS map
with our property in pink, BLM lands in turquoise. The roads in question are in T14S,R11E, Section
30, linking Pine Drive to roads in the BLM Northwest area through our property.)

Land Tenure
We strongly oppose Alternative 7°s designation of Z-2 lands in Northwest and recommend they all be
designated Z-1. We suspect that the Z-2 designation was based on erroneous analysis and data.
Although we applaud the amount of land designated as Z-1 in Northwest, we note that the westernmost
areas are designated Z-2. This seems inconsistent with its wildlife values and recreational importance,
being close to a growing part of Sisters:
¢ . Over 95% of the land is deer, elk, and eagle habitat. It is well forested and makes excellent habitat
- for a variety of animals (see ‘Wildlife’ above).
¢+ Some of this areas has been designated Z-2: willing to trade for lands with a higher ‘resource value.’
————We find it hard to imagine there will be land to be given away that has a higher resource value than
this prime wildlife habitat.
¢ As Sisters grows and more of the forested areas are settled, the importance of this land for recreation
and for wildlife will grow. :
+ We strongly approve of the plan to ‘infill> the BLM owned areas to create a contiguous resource
area. -
¢ We suspect that old information on land ownership may have led the staff to recommend Z-2 for
some of these lands. It is true that some sections are a bit of a patchwork, but the BLM pieces do
create a wildlife corridor along Squaw Creek. If any one of these patches is traded away, the
corridor will be interrupted. And there is no unoccupied private land near these patches to trade for
BLM sections.

We feel very strongly that this area is important to wildlife and would like to be kept informed about any
larid sales or transfers under consideration.

For the Future ,

We are very interested in being informed about any plans or activities in Northwest. In addition, we are
willing to participate in work groups, field surveys, etc. This is a marvelous public resource and we would
like to help the BLM keep it that way and improve its quality.

Sincerely,

Bruce Bowen and Eva Eagle

. Attachment: Map of 17212 Pine Drive and nearby public lands

Comments on Upper Deschutes Management Plan Bowen/Eagle ) Pege 30f3
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From: "Joanne and Larry" <landjulrich@bendcable.com> JAN 15 2004
To: <upper_deschutes RMP@OR bim.gov> ‘

Ce: <brjcani@aol.com> : v LM PRINEVILLE
Sent: Tuesday, January 13, 2004 1:05 PM - DISTRICT

Subject: upper deschutes

- Dear sirs; | am in agreement with alternative #7 with the following exceptions. #1. It seems that
the reason for this study is the problem of exploding population in central Oregon. So you need more recreation
opportunities, not less. We need more OHV trails, not less, Opening North Millican in the winter is a start, but
don't cut trail milage. #2. Juniper trees. | hate them and would prefer that most were gone. When they are
thinned out, the grasses will come back. If you look at pictures taken in the early 1900s there were very few
juniper trees. 1 would like to see anything larger than 18" in diameter left standing. Also, leave corridors next to
roads and trails and in any area that have trails planned there. #3. At Cline Buttes, leave the area East of the
Cline Falis highway open. | have been riding motoreyeles in the Cline Buttes area since the early sixties and most
of the trails there are 20 to 40 years old. Of course we make extensive use of the old Tumalo canals that never
saw a drop of water . these canals are over 100 years old and we had not been riding them for all these years,
they probably would have disappeared by now and BLM would have forgotien about them. If the BLM wanted to
preserve some of the history, they should have started about 50 years and saved the valve house atop the
Tumalo dam. The Cline Buttes area has been a designated riding area for several years, but the BLM has done
nothing to manage it. When the BLM gets around to making a trail system, only a minimum of work should go into
it. it should be mapped with {rail numbers, private property boundaries marked and trails leading to them should
be closed. Leave the trails "single track", because as soon as you use cats and groomers on them they become -
extremely fast and dangerous.

#4, Millican Plateau. Due o its Iow slevation, it is the only place in central Oregon in the wirter and draws
riders from ali over the Northwest. The area needs to be expanded like is shown in alternative #2 in the N.E. area
alohg the rimrocks of the Crooked River. Thera are existing trails there now that have fantastic view points. Also

)ue to the hundreds of riders using this area every weekend, we need more trails within the Millican Plateau.
fourism Is the number 1 source of money in central Oregon. Each one of these riders from Portland, Vancouver,
Eugene, etc. spend money for food, gas, and lodging each trip. This represents a significant amount of money
flowing into our economy. .

#5. Last, but not least "The Badlands WSA".  The Badiands should go back to multipie use arid be
withdrawn from Wilderness consideration. From the start this place is wrong for Wilderness.  Solitude? You
can hear trucks on highway 20 anywhere within the boundary. Now there will be a new highway on the Eastern
boundary. Untrammeled by man? Hah. Stumps everywhere from years of legal wood cutting for fence posts,
firewood, housing materials for the homesteaders. There is a currently operating open pit mine, 8 World War Il
bombing range. This is not my idea of a Wilderness area. Go look at Jefferson or the Three Sisters Wilderness.
That's what a Wilderness is supposed to look like. Also, the BLM supervisor at the time broke the rules from the
beginning, WSA guidelines said all existing roads and trails were to remain open. He closed haif of the rcads
and all of the trails. The first time | saw th. ~iz*7 srophs i Dry Canyon was-in the sixties and they were- Rt e
vandalized then. | hate to see any kind of vandglism, but more aggressive law enforcement is what we need not '
closures.

Thanks fi mr letting me express my ideas and | hope you made it fo the end of this lengthy letter.
Larry Ulrich
P.O. Box 491
Bend OR 97708
541-382-3837

Y

1/13/2004
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 JANUARY 12,2004 | RECEIVED

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT | . ' |
3050 NE THIRD STREET | JAN 15 2004
PRINEVILLE, OR 07754 BLM PRINEVILLE

' DISTRICT

ATTENTION: TEAL PURRINGTON

WE ARE CONTACTING YOU IN REGARDS TO THE PROPOSED GRAVEL PIT ON BARR ROAD.
WE WOULD LIKE TO LET YOU KNOW WE VEHEMENTLY OPPOSE THIS SITE FOR THE PIT.
ONE OF THE MANY REASONS IS THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ON THE LAND AROUND
THE SITE; ON THE ANIMALS AS WELL AS HUMAN. THE PROXIMITY TO RESIDENTIAL
AREAS 1S FRIGHTENING, AS WE HAVE NUMEROUS ANIMALS, AND WE ARE HAVING OUR
FIRST CHILD SOON. THE SHEER AMOUNT OF TRAFFIC WOULD BE VERY DANGEROUS,
BARR ROAD IS HEAVILY USED BY HORSE BACK RIDERS, RECREATIONAL ENTHUSIAST, AS
WELL, MANY PEOPLE WALK/ JOG EITHER WITH OR WITH OUT THEIR CHILDREN; SURELY
YOU CAN SEE HOW DANGEROUS A HEAVILY TRAVELED ROAD WITH GIANT TRUCKS
WOULD BE. WE MOVED HERE RECENTLY, AND DID SO BECAUSE OF PRIVACY, THAT
WOULD BE DESTROYED AS WELL OUR PROPERTY VALUES WOULD PLUMMET.

THE OTHER SITE PROPOSED ON 126 IS A MUCH BETTER OPTION. IT WOULD NOT IMPACT A
'RESIDENTIAL AREA. ALSO, PROPOSING TO RUN THE TRUCKS ON BARR ROAD EVEN IF THE
SITE 1S ON 126, 1S A VERY BAD IDEA FOR THE AFOREMENTIONED REASONS. 1 HAVE ALSO
BEEN INFORMED THAT A STUDY WAS DONE ON THE NECESSITY OF ANOTHER GRAVEL
PIT AND THAT THE FINDINGS WERE-SUCH THAT THERE IS TEN TIMES ENOUGH GRAVEL

FOR'THE NEXT FIFTY YEARS AT THE CURRENT SITES.

PLEASE KNOW THAT THIS PIT WOULD NEGATIVELY IMPACT THE LIFE OF ALL BARR
ROAD RESIDENTS, AS WELL GERKING MARKET ROAD. OUR PROPERTY VALUES WOULD
DROP, AND THE TOXICITY OF THE TRUCKS AND THE PRODUCTION OF THE AGGREGATE
WOULD GREATLY HARM HUMANS AND ANIMALS ALIKE. WE DO NOT WANT OUR QUALITY
OF LIFE DESTROYED TO.PLACATE ODOT. WE DON’T SEE THIS SITE AS A LOGICAL ONE
SEEING AS THERE IS ANOTHER OPTION. THANK YOU FOR TAKING THE TIME TO LISTEN

- TO OUR REASONS AS WHY NOT TO PUT THE PROPOSED SITE ON BARR ROAD.

~

SARAH BECKWITH

TODD BECKWITH
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Comment Form

For public input on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental IﬁE@E‘lVE D

v JAN 157 004
Today’s Date: _1[5[{0% ' , . , B
Your name (please print): : _ L“;’,i’?;ggVTILLE
Represeé}yig (put an X in one box only): ' o
self only, or
U business, organization, or agency (list):
Street Address, State, and ZIP: __ _ _ - T Rewd oR 97702

Phone: — 2 E-mail:

Important Privacy Notice: All written comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for
public review upon request, and may be published by the BLM during the planning process. However, as an
individnal you can ask us to withhold your name and address, All submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be
made available for public inspection in their entirety. If you checked “self only” above, and would like us to

withhold your name, put an X in this box: &7 |
Comments: - : : ‘ | | \
\ -
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RECEVED (#1390

JAN 15 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE www.bendparksandrec.org

VISTRICT ‘
Administration & Recreation Services
200 N.W. Pacific Park Lane
' Bend, Oregbn 97701
: . . ‘ 541/389-7275
Bureau of Land Management FAX 541/388-5429

Attention: Mr. Robert B. Towne, Field Manager Deschutes Resource Area
Cc: Teal Purrington

3050 NE Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754

RE: Comments on the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan Draft

The following are suggestions for the management of recreauon activities that we would hke to
see in the UDRMP draft under all of the alternatives proposed: :

1. Beginto develop non-motorized trail systems for mountain bikers, hikers and other non-
motorized users. Developed trail systems will benefit those recreational users who are
mountain bikers, from out-of-the-area, casual or infrequent local visitors, or those who
lack the skills to competently nav1gate the local terrain.

2. Specifically state that cross-country recreational travel on foot is allowed under all _r
alternatives. Allow recreational users (including Special Recreation Permit holders) who |
. - are traveling on foot the same access to all areas, without restriction to designated roads
and trails, that are open for mineral exploration, rock hounding, livestock grazing, and
hunting. , o S , j

3. Work with Special Recreation Permit holders and group users to educate them about
- wildlife, vegetation and habitat, archaeological, and other land management concerns, so
that these areas can be avoided during sensitive times of the year. Commercial SRP
holders can then provide a public service while protecting resource values and
minimizing conflicts with other recreationists and adjacent landowners.

The arguments for these changes are as follows: ‘ M

The Bend Metro Park & Recreation District has been leading recreation programs onto public !
lands for years under a Special Recreation Permit with the BLM. We believe that District ,
programs allow local community members a low-impact, healthy way to explore and enjoy a
wide variety of destinations on public land. 'Additionally, our programs provide a useful tool for
educating new users about the fragile high desert ecosystem and how to practice Leave No Trace
principles.

The vast majority of our use is during non-summer months by our adult hiking programs.
Because our outdoor programs try to expose participants from the local community to a variety
- of destinations, we rarely visit any one BLM destination more than twice per year. We often go
‘ years between visits to many locations because BLM land is so expansive and established trails

Page 1 of4 -
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are so few Ouir experienced outdoor leaders oﬂen travel cross- country using GPS headmgs and .
occasionally follow ex1st1ng tracks and trails. ‘

There is no extensive established trail system currently in place, as this document recognizes,
and the UDRMP does not give an accounting of the miles of currently established non-motorized
trails in the study area. The document only notes that: :

“Trail hiking opportunities on BLM administered lands in the planning area are limited by
the lack of identifiable, designated and signed trails. Only a few developed and maintained
hiking trails exist on BLM admlmstered lands in the planning area...” (pg 307, Chap 3,
vol. 2).

Consequently:

“Over the short-term, all annual special recreation permits for trail use would not be
reiiewed until such use was authorized on designated trails that are part of BLM’s
transportatlon system....However, this would also provide an 1mpetus for trail designation
in areas that currently do not have any identifiable trail systems.” (pg. 479, Chap. 4,

Vol. 2) ‘

While all action alternatives call “for an increase in non-motorized trail development,” it is
unlikely that there will be a rapid development of an extensive non-motorized trail system for
many years due to funding limitations.

Hiking on roads and frail systems that are shared by motorized vehicles would not be considered

a quality recreational experience by many of our hike leaders or the vast majority of our program

participants, and are currently avoided where possible. Under all of the proposed alternatives in
the Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan draft, it appears that hiking programs would be
restricted exclusively to established roads and trails. There is an implicit suggestion that all areas
will be closed to cross-country foot travel. With no dedicated non-motorized trail system, hiking
opportunities are severely limited if cross-c'ountry travel is prohibited.

“Under a pohcy restricting all foot travel under Spec1a1 Recreatjon Permit to. deugnated roads and - |

trails, the Bend Metro Park & Recreation District’s outdoor program is likely to find far fewer

attractive destinations for our programs. The possible result will be that our use will concentrate
-on the few established trails, increasing our impact on the resource. Individuals using the few

existing trails in the future will likely encounter more and larger hiking groups than they
currently encounter, groups who previously would have been distributed to more remote areas.

This would be an unfortunate situation, given that other user groups on these BLM lands seem to
be granted much greater access under all proposed alternatives. In the UDRMP:

o 374,365 acres are open under all alternatives to mineral leasing. Table ES-3 (Pg. xxxix,
Vol."1) and Table 4-17
e 331 677 (or greater) acres are available for rocld1ound1ng, Table 4-18

\
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o 228,685 (or greate1) acres are available for livestock grazing. Table ES-3 (pg XXXVIIL,
Vol. 1)

» 153,081 (or more) acres are available year-round for motorized vehicle use for recreation
(multiple use with shared facilities), Table ES-3 (pg. xxxix, Vol. 1) and Table 4-22

e Nearly 97% of all the land in the management area is open for hunting (hunters are
presumably not restricted to designated roads and trails.) Table 2-1 (pg. 213)

Yet, at most, 87,832 acres may be designated for exclusive non-motorized use management
under Alternative 7 (Table 4-22). Given that non-motorized recreationists would be restricted to
designated roads and trails, most of these acres are not actually accessible, but can only be
explored visually as part of the landscape surrounding roads and trails.

- Some would argue that these other uses: (mmmg, rock hounding, livestock .grazing, imotorized
vehicle recreation and hunting) all have the potential for significantly greater impacts on the
landscape, wildlife and Vegeta‘uon than a hiking program. Under all of the proposed alternauve
management plans, groups identifying themselves as “rockhounders” or “hunters” can
presumably wander through more than 331,000 acres, but an organized hiking group under an
SRP would be limited to “only a few developed and maintained hiking trails...” that exist on
BLM administered lands in the planning area.

_That raises the question: If the area's too sensitive for us to hike through, then why does the
"~ UDRMP allow cows, miners, hunters and other users access to the same area?

Ironically, the “Big 4” permit users-currently being reviewed (BMPRD, HDM, COCC, and

OMSI) may be some of the most conscientious users of public land, incorporating strong

educational components to programs that often include promotion of Leave No Trace ethics

among participants. These four organizations may be some of the BLM’s best allies in achieving
the stated vision of how public lands would be managed in the future, a vision that includes:

“Commercial recreation opportunities provide a public service while protecting resource
values and minimizing conflicts with other recreationists and adjacent landowners.” (pg.27,
chap. 1, vol. 2)

The UDRMP would take these allies out of the broader landscape and restrict them to roads and
trails. An alternative would be to work with these organizations to educate program leaders to.
current management issues and concerns that a cash-strapped BLM is facing. In turn, our
organizations could then help educate the public about these issues through our programs.
Organized programs would also provide additional “eyes™ in the field, possibly discouraging
unwanted or illegal activities by the non-permitted general public. *

Finally, maintaining public access to the largest areas of public land possible is also in line with
President Bush’s June 20, 2002 Executive Order on activities to promote personal fitness. This
Executive Order, in part, directs Federal agencies to provide opportunities for “increasing the
accessibility of resources for physical activity, and reducing barriers to achieving good personal
fitness.” Under President Bush’s HealthierUS Initiative, administration actions to promote
physical activity include “the use of public lands and water.”

Page 3 of 4



Developing a network of non-motorized trails on BLM lands will eventually provide greater
opportunities for encouraging personal fitness on public lands, and is a laudable goal. But the
near-term restriction on hiking and walking programs, two physically healthy activities, to
established roads and trails, seems to contradict the intent of the Healthier US Initiative by
apparently restricting use of public lands and creating barriers to achieving good personal fitness
by those who wish to explore their public lands on foot.

Thank you for considering these comments.

Respectfully,,

Eric Denzler, Recrédiion Program Coordinator
- Bend Metro Park & Recreation District

200 NW Pacific Park Lane

Bend, Oregon 97701

(541) 389-7275

Note on Errata in Draft

Recreation section of Table ES-3 (pg. xxxix, Vol. 1) uses rounded numbers when rest of table is
. notrounded. Also see Recreation Management Emphasis, ALT 4. Numbers don’t agree
between Table BES-3 and Table 4-22. : :

Page 4 of 4
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- Water Resources Department

Uregon ' ' . North Mall Office Building
v S : 725 Summer Street NE, Suite A

Theodore R. Kulongoski, Governqr v : . " Salem, OR 97301-1271
503-986-0900

BAX 503-986-0904

RECEIVED

JAN 15 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

January 13,2004 -

Teal Pumngton

Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
3050 NE 3™ Street

Prineville, OR 97754

"Re:  Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan (RMP)/Draft Envu onmemal Impacl

Statement (DEIS)
Dear Mr; Purrington:

The Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on
water resources related issues connected to the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) Draft

. Upper Deschutes RMP/DEIS. OWRD is responsible for adrmmstermg Oregon's laws governing '

surface and ground water resources. Our comments are aimed at a couple of water related ,
processes that the draft Upper Deschutes RMP/DEIS addresses.

+ The Draft RMP/DEIS proposes alteration of existing water uses, which may be covered by
existing water rights, and/or addition of new water uses. In addition, the plan identifies that
of the several developed springs and small reservoirs on BLM managed lands, only two
reservoirs have appropriate water rights.

Any alterations to existing water rights, including place of use, point of diversion and
character of use, in Oregon need to be made through the OWRD transfer process where
applicable. This may include, for example the transfer of an existing 1rr1gat1on right to
1nstream use, :

In addition any new or existing uses of water in Oregon, not covered by an existing water

_right, claim, or an exempt use, including water used in association with vegetation
treatments, riparian area restoration, military training facilities, storing water
(reservoirs/ponds - for example, see ponds mentioned on page 227, page 283, and page 304),
mining, livestock use, geothermal well development, and campground use, need to be
authorized through one of the OWRD water use authorization processes.

Water sources requiring authorization for use 1nolude surface water, ground water, and may
1nclude waste water (runoff, canal overflow) sources.



Teal Purringtoﬁ
January 13, 2004
Page Two

+ The Draft RMP/DEIS does not have enough details to be useful in comments on the _
designation of the Tumalo Canals Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). It is not
clear whether the canals subject to this designation are also currently in use for waterdelivery
purposes. OWRD needs to understand how this designation may impact the diversion of
water through the Tumalo Canals, any future modifications that the Irrigation District may
want to make to the delivery system, and/or the Department's ability to require efficient
delivery of water through the canals affected by this designation, While the Department
supports protection of 111stor10 resources, the Department is also 1ntelested m malntalnlng the
ability of water users to conserve and deliver water in an efficient manner.

One such program opportunity that may be affected is 1he ability of the Irrigation District to

- apply for a conservation project under the Oregon Water Resource Department's Allocation
of Conserved Water Program. This program allows existing water right holders to make.
improvements to their delivery system or implement on farm efficiencies that result in some
portion of conserved water. A portion of this conserved water may then be applied to
additional lands ot transferred to another type of use, such as instream use. It is important for
OWRD to understand whether designation of the Tumalo Canals as an ACEC could hinder
this conservation process.

- == —Thank you again for this opportunify to comment on the BLM's draft Upper Deschutes
RMP/DEIS. If you have any questions or would like to talk in more detail about any of the
comments offered by the Water Resources Department, please feel flee to contact me. I can be

- reached at (503) 986-0910. » ‘

S' ely,

Phil Ward .
Deputy Director
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m ﬁ CENTRAL OREGON REGIONAL PARK ASSN.

Jauary 14, 2003 - | : RECE\VED

Robert B. Towne ' :

Field Manager- Deschutes Resource Area JAN 1 b 2004
U.S. Department of Interior o BLM PRINEVILE
Bureau of Land Management © DISTRICT
Prineville District Office

3050 NB 3™ Street

Prineville, OR 97754

RE: Comments to Draﬂ Upper Deschutes Resource Managemcnt Plan and EIS -

Dea.r Mr. Towne;

The Central Oregon Regional Park Association is a non profit organization
formed for the sole purpose of establishing regional park facilities for the use and benefit
of all residents of Central Oregon. We are writing to provide comment in response to the
“Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact T
Statement” (hereafter the “Draft Management Plan”). -

The Central Oregon Regional Park Association (hereafter the “RPA”) has
identified an area south of the Deschutes County fairgrounds that provides the ideal
Iocation for the establishment of regional park facilities. This area is designated and
described on the attached map. The RPA intends to work with BLM, under the

~ requirements of the Recreation and Public Purposes Act, to acquire the identified federal

. lands for use in connection with public park facilities. Currently, these lands are
designated by BLM as “Community Expansion.” Under Alternative 7 (the preferred
alternative under the Draft Management Plan), these lands would be designated as “Z-1”
(zone 1- intent to retain). This proposed change in the federal designation would create

_significant additional impediments to our plan to develop a regional park facility. As a
result, we are writing to request that Alternative 7 of the Draft Management Plan be
revised to reflect the Z-2 designation for these lands. “Z-2” (zone 2- federal retention
with option to exchange for lands of equal or greater value), designation provides the
RPA with the flexibility to move forward and work with BLM to establish a 1eg10na1
park.

Currently, the Upper Deschutes Planning area contains relatively few
developed recreational sites on BLM managed lands. Nearly all of these BLM sites are
campgrounds along the Lower Crooked River, Chimney Rock Segment Wild and Scenic
River Corridor between Prineville and Prineville Reservoir. The remaining BLM



recreation sites are staging areas at the Millican and Rosland Off Highway Vehicle(OHV)
areas, primitive campgrounds such as Steelhead Falls Campground on the Deschutes
River, or picnic areas such as Reynolds and Mayfield Ponds east of Bend.  These sites do
- not have running water, paving or maintained roads. A few of these sites (Rosland OHV
play area, ODOT Pit OHV play area, Steelhead Falls campground) do have portable
toilets, as an improvement.  Many of these sites are difficult to access, some are located
in residential areas, and few if any, have directional’ s1gns or improved and/or designated
+ parking areas.

No sites in the Draft Management Plan have been designed or maintained
for group use, RV camping, picnicking, or day use activities on BLM managed lands
within the planning area. For the most part, camping and picnic areas and other
developed recreational opportunities are provided by National Forest facilities, State
Parks, or Bend Metro Park District areas. With the rapid population growth-in Central
Oregon, many communities are finding a shortage of developed parks for picnicking, trail
use, and sports activities. \

As Central Oregon continues to grow, the demand for a variety of
recreational sites, as well as, access for outdoor recreational opportunities, will continue.
In addition BLM (as noted in the Draft Management Plan), has received a substantial
increase in requests for Special Recreation Permits to accommodate a wide variety of
group uses, including outdoor concerts and large gr oup camps. These permit requests are
difficult to accommodate due to the lack of des1gnated or developed sites, and are
routinely denied. T \ v -

Overall, the demand for developed recreation sites is increasing as the
area’s population grows. Both Bend and Redmond are currently facing shortfalls in
developed recreation sites that would provide playing fields, picnic areas and recreational
water facilities foruse by canoe, kayak, and non motorized watercraft users, as well as,
use by general family groups. The Bend Metro Park and Recreation District has
identified the Bend Pine Nursery parcel, a USFS managed parcel, as a possible sports
park site. However, the district faces a shortfall of funds to make this project happen -
(Bend Bulletin, 5-17-01), and some local residents fear development of a sports park will
result in increased traffic and nighttime light pollution. The Central Oregon Park District
(Redmond) has identified similar needs for additional playing fields, river access points
. and park areas that can serve groups. Facilities such as pavilions, that offer amenities
such as water and electricity are typically booked solid during the summer (personal
conversation, Katie Hammer, Central Oregon Park District).

Deschutes County has expressed an interest in land exchanges or R&PP
Act “leases” to develop a multi-use sports park, as well as to expand the Deschutes
County fairgrounds. Crook County has expressed an interest in using BLM managed
lands at Barnes Butte as a community park (either through a MOU, R&PP lease,
exchange or sale. Additionally, other communities have expressed desires to use BLM
managed lands to develop small park facilities, such as fishing ponds. However, the need



for a centralized area large enough to support a “regional par ” that is adequately served
by transportation, is greatly needed. ’

- Itis the intention of the Regional Park Association to pursue a fiscally
sound approach to achieving this goal, and we believe it is absolutely essential that a Z-2
zoning designation be identified for this area. '

" Thank you for youf consideration of our request.

J {)hn Pewthm
C

. ? 7gon Regional Park Association -
/

Myles Conway
Central Oregon Regional Park Association

-

{

——

Tee Howard o -
- Central Oregon Regional Park Association

cc: Molly Chadet
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Myles-Conway — (Attorney — Schwabe Williamson & Wyatt)
Shelly Blais — COPRD (Central Oregon Park and Rec D1st11ct)
Steve Storlie — (Director United Soccer League)

Lee Howard — (Chairman- St. Chas Hospital Foundat1on)

Jim Bryant — (Un1ted Soccer League)
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' gl CENTRAL OREGON REGIONAL PARK ASSN

January 14, 2003

" RECEINVED

Robert B. Towne -

‘Field Manager- Deschutes Resource Area

U.S. Department of Interior ‘ JAN 15 2004
Bureau of Land Management ‘ BLM PRINEVILLE
Prineville District Office | . - DISTRICT
3050 NE 3" Street

Prineville, OR 97754

RE: Comments to Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and BIS - -

Dear Mr. Towne:

The Central Oregon Regional Park Association is a non-profit -
organization formed for the sole purpose of establishing regional park facilities. for the -
use and benefit of all residents of Central Oregon. We are writing to provide comment in
response to the “Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement” (hereafter the “Draft Management Plan™).

. The Central Oregon Regional Park Associaﬁon (hereafter the “RPA™) has .
identified an area south of the Deschutes County fairgrounds that provides the ideal
location for the establishment of regional park facilities. This area is designated and
described on the attached map. The RPA intends to work with BLM, under the
requirements of the Recreation and Public Purposes Act, to acquire the identified federal
lands for use in connection with public park facilities. Currently, these lands are
designated by BLM as “Community Expansion.” Under Alternative 7 (the preferred
alternative under the Draft Management Plan), these lands would be designated as “Z-1”
(zone 1- intent to retain). This proposed change in the federal designation would create
significant additional impediments to our plan to develop a regional park facility. Asa
result, we are writing to request that Alternative 7 of the Draft Management Plan be
revised to reflect the Z-2 designation for these lands. “Z-2” (zone 2- federal retention
with option to exchange for lands of equal or greater value), designation provides the
RPA with the flexibility to move forward and work with BLM to establish a regional
park. . _

Currently, the Upper Deschutes Planning aréa contains relatively few
developed recreational sites on BLM managed lands. Nearly all of these BLM sites are
campgrounds along the Lower Crooked River, Chimney Rock Segment Wild and Scenic
River Corridor between Prineville and Prineville Reservoir. The remaining BLM



recreation sites are staging areas at the Millican and Rosland Off Highway Vehicle(OHV) ‘
areas, primitive campgrounds such as Steelhead Falls Campground on the Deschutes i
River, or picnic areas such as Reynolds and Mayfield Ponds east of Bend. These sites do

not have running water, paving or maintained roads. A few of these sites (Rosland OHV

play area, ODOT Pit OHV play area, Steelhead Falls campground) do have portable

toilets, as an improvement. Many of these sites are difficult to access, some are located

in residential areas, and few, if any, have directional signs or improved and/or designated

parking areas.

No sites in the Draft Management Plan have been designed or maintained
for group use, RV camping, picnicking, or day use activities on BLM managed lands
within the planning area. For the most part, camping and picnic areas and other
developed recreational opportunities are provided by National Forest facilities, State
Parks, or Bend Metro Park District areas. With the rapid population growth in Central
Oregon, many communities are finding a shortage of developed parks for plcnlckmg, trail
use, and sports activities. .

As Central Oregon continues to grow, the demand for a variety of
recreational sites, as well as, access for outdoor recreational opportunities, will continue.
In addition BLM (as noted in the Draft Management Plan), has received a substantial
increase in requests for Special Recreation Permits to accommodate a wide variety of
group uses, including outdoor concerts and large group camps. These permit requests are
difficult to accommodate due to the lack of designated or developcd sites, and are
routinely denied. -

- Overall, the demand for developed recreation sites is increasing as the
area’s population grows. Both Bend and Redmond are currently facing shortfalls in
developed recreation sites that would provide playing fields, picnic areas and recreational
water facilities for use by canoe, kayak, and non motorized watercraft users, as well as,

- use by general family groups. The Bend Metro Park and Recreation District has
identified the Bend Pine Nursery parcel, a USFS managed parcel, as a possible sports
park site. However, the district faces a shortfal! of funds to make this project happen
(Bend Bulletin, 5-17-01), and some local residents fear development of a sports park will
result in increased traffic and nighttime light pollution. The Central Oregon Park District
(Redmond) has identified similar needs for additional playing fields, river access points
and park areas that can serve groups. Facilities such as pavilions, that offer amenities
such as water and electricity are typically booked solid during the summer (personal
conversation, Katie Hammer, Central Oregon Park District).

Deschutes County has expressed an interest in land exchanges or R&PP .
Act “leases” to develop a multi-use sports park, as well as to expand the Deschutes
County fairgrounds. Crook County has expressed an interest in using BLM managed
lands at Barnes Butte as a community park (either through a MOU, R&PP lease,
exchange or sale. Additionally, other communities have expressed desires to use BLM
managed lands to develop small park facilities, such as fishing ponds. However, the need



for a centralized area, large enough to support a “regional park” that is adequately served
by transportation, is greatly needed.

It is the intention of the Regional Park Association to pursﬁc"a fiscally
sound approach to achieving this goal, and we believe it is absolutely essential that a Z-2
zoning designation be identified for this area.

Thank you for your consideration of our request. .

/
Y S,

J hn Pewther
Association

01?71 Or gon Regional Park
Lf —

<’"Sin cerely,

Myles Conway
Central Oregon Regional Park Association

Yee Howard .- : | L
* Central Oregon Regional BazkAssoclatlon : o

cc: Molly Chadet
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John Pewther — (Redmond Planning Commissioner)

Myles Conway — (Attorney — Schwabe Williamson & Wyatt)
Shelly Blais — COPRD (Central Oregon Park and Rec D1str1ct)
Steve Storlie — (Director United Soccer League)

Lee Howard — (Chairman- St. Chas Hospital Foundatmn)

Jim Bryant — (United Soccer League)
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Molly Chaudet .

. Bureau of Land Management

Prineville District Office

3050 NE 3 Street

Prineville, OR 97754 2
, y\w /\ud | :



RECEIVED ’ @

JAN 15 2004
U.S. Dept. of Interior | A BRINEVILLE
Bureau of Land Management B‘Mo‘fé‘r'ﬁfé'%

3050 NE Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754

Attn: TeaInPurri'ngton _
Re: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan

“We own property along the Middle Deschutes adjacent to a parcel of BLM land
in the vicinity of Odin Falls. Mr. Parker Johnstone, an adjacent neighbor of ours
and | met with Mr. Greg Currie of your office to relay our knowledge of the
present use of the BLM lands in our area and the problems we have as a result
of that use, i '

- The BLM land referred to is a dumping ground for trash and debris, a party area
for the use of drugs and alcohol, shooting in an area that is posted "No
Shooting", illegal hunting, trespass onto private property, destruction of private
property, and overnight camping, to mention a few of the problems.

We strongly support the designation of the BLM area adjacenf to us as no
motorized vehicles, the fencing and blocking of obvious access locations for
vehicles, no hunting and shooting, no camping and day use only.

As relayed to Mr. Currie, we have the equipment and materials to assist BLM in
completing some of the work necessary to help deter the violations of the
designations for the BLM property which we support. :

We are aIWays available for consultation with ;our staff as desired.

" Yours truly,

Susan & Gary McCabe“ '

5110 NW 83rd Street Va'aly .
Redmond, OR 97756 Wmm @ b&
541/504-0039 420-1250 '

cc: Elaine Marquis Brong, State Director
- Oregon/Washington BLM

333 SW ist Avenue

Portland, OR 97201

Barron Bail, District Manager
Prineville District BLM

3050 NE Third St.

Prineville, OR 97754



Robert Towne, Resource Area Manager
Deschustes Resource Area

Prineville District BLM

3050 NE Third St.

Prineville, OR 97754

Margaret Wolf
Recreation Program Lead
Oregon/Washington BLM
333 SW ist Avenue
Portland, OR 97201

Greg Currie :

Recreation Planner - Upper Deschutes Planning Team
BLM - Prineville District

3050 NE Third St,

Prineville, OR 97754



Comment Form

For public input on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

Today’s Date: é /14/04- L :
“Your name (pledse print): S ory L. M<ars
Representing (put an X in one box only): '
M self only, or
(0 business, organization, or agency (hst)

Letsnond , Or
Street Address, State, and ZIP Tl00 Hotw. g3 o7 & Lo, ngJ7£3) 7275

-

* Phone: Q‘qu,) So4003 9

Important Privacy Notice: All written comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for
public review upon request, and may be published by the BLM during the planning process. However, as an
individual you can ask us to withhold your name and address. All submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be
made available for public inspection in their entirety. If you checked “self only” above, and would like us to

withhold your name, put an X in this box: [ .

a,#la/?—‘//ﬁﬁr "

Comments: /7/&&,,';& see 7Ee

Continue your comments on the back of this page, or on additional pages
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December 23, 2003 - | ﬁECENED

Mr. Greg Currle N 12
Recreation Planner — Upper Deschutes Planning Team m\“%’W“m
Bureau of Land Management s
3050 NE Third Street

Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Envrronmental Impact
_Statement

Dear Greg,
1 hope your Holidays were joyous!

I wanted to thank you for. spendrng time with me and my neighbor, Gary McCabe dunng
our meetrng in December I apprecnate your expertlse and gundance T
LN DO A P, :}.,.,.“,_,_ I‘ . .
Please i nd foIIowmg the Ietter I composed regardlng myth itson the'Upper~+
Deschutes Resource Management Plan. * T R R R g e
: t’\ 2
'Once agaln thanks! ez

SEFIRTErS Gl T e e
e 'f‘,'c_t*‘tx'.,.,- x,"

For the past f fteen years l have trved on the property tocated ‘north of Tetherow
Crossing, which is bordered by the centerline of the Deschutes River to the west, and
surround by.BLM land on all other sides. Odrn Falls lres Jjust: rnsrde the southwest corner
of.our property boundary e :

My famrty has spenta great of trme and effort marntarnrng and potrcrng the BLM land

- that surrounds us. Through daily observation, we have seen onty a handful of regular
“legitimate” users of this parcet of BLM land. These users comprrse hikers and horseback
riders. The rest of the “users” have been engaged in unlawful activities. Dumprng tree ‘
cutting, drug and excessive alcohol consumption;, child abandonment, '
Improper/dangerous.use of firearms, destruction of private property, access across our
property resuiting in trespassrng have been some of the actions that we have observed, ‘
deterred or stopped : :

I have read the Upper DesChutes Management Plan, atterided the local meetings, and

traveled to Prineville to meet with several BLM staff members. | support the proposed
falternative' 7" asitimpacts the BLM land that surrounds our property for the following

reasons '

WD HER0MLCE NS B LIRL; '

; st ctosrng the surroundrng BLM tand to motorrzed vehicjes will srgnrt" cantty reduce
the amount of tttegat activities that currently are very drfr cult'to polrce My nerghbor
-Gary McCabe, and |.hired off-duty Deschutes County Sheriffs this past summer (6 hours
-a day, seven days a week) to patrol our propertres ‘due to the eprdemrc number of




trespass problems we experienced. BLM land (and road use) is and has been used
simply as a means to access our property.

lllegal dumping has also become an issue. We fill a fulksize pickup approximately every
six weeks with trash. ltems have ranged from household garbage and lawn clippings to
appliances, beds, batteries, and used motor oil. Last summer we witnessed cars, a
camper trailer, a motorhome, and a 5-ton flatbed truck being abandoned on your land.
Blocking motorized access will greatly help reduce or eliminate this problem as well.

~ We occasionally get unlicensed drivers (under 16) riding dirt bikes and 4-wheelers on
the surrounding BLM land. These riders don't have their parents trailer their bikes here,

but rather, they ride some distance on county roads to get to this BLM parcel. So, we
have unlicensed riders on bikes that aren't street legal, riding at speeds well above the
posted limits, traveling miles to ride on this section of BLM. Unfortunately, these riders
don't stay on the established trails, but “criss cross” the BLM land, doing substantial
damage to the natural flora. We have observed that it takes years for the land to.repair

itself from this sort of use. Although this happens infrequently, it still is @ concern. With
the conflicting use needs, there have been problems between the riders and the hikers
and horseback riders. :

As stated earlier, the few regular users of this BLM land are either hiking (in which case
they park at the “head” of the road - we see a car a week on average), or, they're
neighbors riding their horses. Restricting motorized use would allow us to better
monitor and to report any illegal activity on this BLM section of land.

2) Second, we support the ban on firearm discharge on this BLM parcel. Hunting would
not be safe due to housing density. This is a relatively small area of BLM land, and a
high-powered rifle’s bullet can carry very far. Over the past fifteen years, the land
surrounding the BLM parcel has been almost entirely developed, now surrounded by
single-family dwellings. Without exact knowledge of the placing of these homes,
shooting in this area is not safe. In addition, any hiker or equestrian would be in peril.
There are few natural backdrops to use as “stops” for target practlce and the entire area
is covered with rock, making ricochets inevitable.

3) Third, BLM is proposing that the BLM property due north of us (Steamboat Rock) be
-used on a three-year rotating basis by the military for training. With the substantial
residential growth in this area, we question whether a MTA Is a compatible use for this.
section of property. We woulid encourage MTAs to be desighated to the east and
southeast of the Bend/Redmond area because of the noise and traffic generated by
military activities

4) Although not pertinent to the Upper Deschutes Management Plan, we are most ,
concerned about the proposal to construct a parking lot on the BLM road that leads to
our property. With present budget constraints, BLM funds could be directed to projects
benefiting a much greater population (without the deleterious side effects of this
parking lot proposal). The limited amount of parked vehicular traffic (an average of one
car per week) does not warrant the construction of a parking lot. Since this proposed
parking lot would not be visible from the county road, it would very much be an
attractive nuisance. Some years ago, the area in front of our gate was used as a
gathering place for high schooi students who spent their weekend evenings drinking

. .



beer using drugs, and setting f ires. We were able to eliminate this prob!em A parking
lot would be open invitation for this problem to resurface.

In summary, we:

1) Support Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan alternative 7, with few

. exceptions.
2) Support closing the BLM parcel surrounding our property to motorrzed vehicular

use. , ‘
3) Are concerned about the compatibility of a proposed MTA (military training area)

in the Steamboat Rock area. »
4) Adamantly oppose the construction of a parking lot on NW Homestead Way.

We have and will continue to be good stewards of this land. In order to continue this
positive stewardship, we wish to assist you in your goals to maintain the land by offering
to fund the necessary road, border, and fence enhancements to secure the BLM parcel

surrounding our land to prohibit vehicular access.

If you have any questrons or if there is any way we can be of assistance, please feel to
call. : ‘ -

7291 NW Homestead Way
Redmond, Oregon 97756
360-921-9600 -
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QUAIL VALLEY RANCH LLC

P.0O. Box 14111

Salem, OR 97309 | . |
' 503/370-7070 RECE!VED

: JAN 1 4 2004
January 13, 2004 :
' BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT
Bureau of Land Management ' Via Facsimile (541) 416-6798 and .-~

3050 NE Third Street o Via Airborne Express
Prineville, OR 97754 : )

Attn:  Teal Purrin gton

RE: October 2003 Dr: aft Upper Deqchutee Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement - Allotment Nos. 5132 and 5134

Dear Sir or Madam:
We are writing in regard to the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and-
Environmental Impact Statement. We are objecting to Alternatives 6 and 7 because those

alternatives impact grazing on our BLM allotment property. We see nothing in the Draft
Plan regarding compensation to us for our 1oss of rights for which we have paid.

We support Alternatives 1 and 2 and believe that grazmg has been beneficial to the
economic base of the community.

If you have any questions, or would like todiscuss this matter further, plcase' call me at
(503) 370-7071, extension 7143.. Thank you.

Sincerely,

QUAIL YALLEY RANCH

. Thorn

BDT/sjm
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Comment Form

For public input on the Draft Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact Statement

Today’s Date: __/ //R_/0F .
Your name (pleasé prinf): _/77A L [ AVNE wLKB/Q
Representing (put an X in one box only): : .

)%elf only, or ‘ CRRENS PERIUT ¥ S5O Y

U business, organization, or agency (list):

Street Address, State, and ZIP:_4 S 895~ W, Ky 20 S BEMD 0897707
Phone;‘ @'4D 5@ 7 - f@' 07 E-mail:

Important Privacy Notice: "All written comments, including names and street addresses, will be available for
public review upon request, and may be published by the BLM during the planning process. However, as an
individual you can ask us to withhold your name and address. All submissions from organizations or businesses,
and from individuals identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be
made aviilable for public inspection in their entirety. If you checked “self only” above, and would like us to

withhold your name, put an X in this box: 3.

| Comments: 70,@@0& ek M

RECEIVED
JAN 14 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

Continue your comments on additional pages



BLM Upper Deschutes Management Plan
A’r’ren’rion' Teal Purringfon

* The following comments are spe01ﬁc to the Tumalo Management area and particularly T16S R1 1E

$16,17,20 &21. My grazing permit, Harsch #5007, is within this area and protection of

_ this area is of tremendous concern to me.

1) I totally agree w1th retammg the wmter deer range closure to motorized vehicles as shown on Map
8,alt#1. I think a year round closure such.as Map 17, alt #3 is even a good idea for the Tumalo Deer
Range. Ihave observed a huge increase in ATV and mostly pick-up travel within the Tumalo Winter
Deer Range during about the last 10 years. They access this area from Sizemore Road and have turned
what were barely noticeable paths into well-worn dirt roads. There is even evidence of a well used Neo«
Nazi camp, with a huge campfire and spray painted swastikas on the trees. Vehicles are only one of the
reasons we found years ago that this is a very difficult area to use for grazing. Fences knocked down by

“elk, cut down by people & opened up to drive thru, are reasons I feel our grazing permit is best left in.

permanent retirement, This areas’ highest and best use is not only for the wildlife, but also for current
favorites of hiking and horseback ndmg :

2) The wildlife management empha51s shown on Map 25, alt.#3 shows my area of interest as “primary”.
Keep it that way. Ihave recently been deeply involved with protecting this area from a text amendment to
the code. A developer would like to possibly cite a “firearms training facility” on a property owned by
Tumalo Irrigation District. if they can get the County Commissioners to allow “firearms training
facilities” in F1 & F2 zones, regardless of the wildlife overlay. My neighbors and I have retained a lawyer
to help us see that if the text amendment is put in the code that it includes an exemption that prevents any
such use in a winter deer range or wildlife zone.  We retained Mike Golden, retired ODFW wildlife

+ biologist as our. He has pointed out that this is the lowest area around for the deer and elk herds to winter -
in. It also is like the neck of an hourglass, funneling wildlife down from the Cascades, through this area

and on east of Hwy 20 to the Cline Buttes, This area is key to the wildlife m1grat10n I beheve BLM
should partner with ODFW in protectmg the winter deer range

3) Land acquisitions: map 34, alt.#7. I have noted that you have the Tumalo Irrigation District 240 acres
plus their nearby 40 acre parcels and the ODOT land pinpointed for acquistion. That would be
acceptable. I made several offers on the TID land in 2001; they sold mie 150 acres, but refiised to sell all
390-acres to me. My vision for the land is to keep it as it is now, for horseback riding and hiking and
wildlife. .

4) There is one env:ronmental impact that has not been cons1dered, probably because you are not aware
of it. TID irrigation ditch known as the “Highline” serves my ranch and other ranches and travels through
16-11-21.TID is proposing to bypass this ditch and put that irrigation water into a 2 mile pressurized
pipeline which would run across private land and would dry up the “highline” ditch. That would
eliminate 2 miles of ecosystem that the wildlife have used for water, forage and habitat for probably 50
years or more. The old Ponderosa pines will probably eventually die. TID doesn’t plan to run water-in
that ditch in the future, after a few monthly runs to “harden off” the trees. Wildlife will be dependent
upon farm ponds

Sincerely, 7% bt tz/\ 24
Marianne Walker / :

65895 W. Hwy 20

Bend, OR. 97701

(541) 389-4809

- Jan. 12, 2004
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e " {ZQJACTIONINFO 1 | -
RE-CENED v i
AWk ASSOC. DM
4 - ‘ _
JJAN 09 200 - | Sandra E. Cunningham
PRINEVILLE | DISTRIC) RANGER 26560 Horsell Rd.
" DISTRICT : ——
ol | LD SERVICES Bend, QR 97701
Bureau of Land Management FIRE & AVIATION
Prineville District Office ‘
3050 N.E 3rd Street - o :
Prineville, Oregon 97754 CENTRAL OREGON —
attn: Robert Towne |
Deschutes Field Manager — - o
‘ - ' “TDESCHUTES -
Dear Mr. Towne, g'"' (Y L
%‘&M )
My husband, Jerry, and [ presently have the lease dn_the Brugkner allotment in Alfalfa.
We are presently grazing 6 horses for 6 months on that.lea8él.nl total, we presently have

11 horses and about 20 goats for milk and meat. We have only 13 acres of marginal land
planted in grass for hay, and no irrigated pasture on our prlvate land. We rely very heavily
on our BLM lease to feed our animals. : .

We have been very careful to protect the resources on our BLM lease. We have kept up
the fences and repaired and replaced gates. We have been prepared to pull our horses

} off of the lease if the grass seems to be dwindling, though it actually seems to increase

- each year. We negotiated with the Central Oregon Irrigation District to make sure that,
when they put a cattle guard across our driveway, they also put in a walk-through gate for
our neighbors who cross our private land to get across our BLM lease to the open range
to ride their horses. We informed the BLLM of misuse of the land occurring in the form of
people driving vehicles off of the established roads, and signs were made and put up to
encourage people to protect the Iand

- We are in the process of breaking our young horses to pull carts and be ridden, so that we
can gradually sell some of them and reduce our horse herd. But this is a slow process,
and the horse market is presently very poor. If we did not have our BLM lease, we would
not have enough hay to feed all our animals the year around, and would have to buy hay,
which we cannot afford. 4

We hope, in the next few years, to plant dryland grass of some sort on.the desert portion
of our private land and to replant our hayfield, which is presently producing rather poorly.
At the same time, we would talk with someone at the BLM to discuss the possibility of
planting some sort of native grass on our BLM lease. We are hopeful of being able, in the
future, to work with the BLM to make other improvements on the BLM lease. At present,
we are not financially able to do much, but we hope that this will change soon, as we pay
off debts and get into a better financial position.




i-
s
AII together we hope f
the ‘natural resources

Sincerely,

na ang fﬁiure

" i,

Sandra E. Cunningham

of cooperatlon with the BLM to protect and improve

IT I
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e .

January 9, 2004

Bureau of Land Management 4 J4,h, |
. OR 97756 , | e, Y,
vineuitle. : A

RE: Multiple use of BLM dllotments
To Whom It May Concern:

We have run cattle on the pipeline allotment in Powell Butte for
many years: We pay grazing fees, and we strive fo leave the
grass in good shape each year. We are solely responsible forall
fencing which involves hew fences or fences that we are
com‘mually mamfammg This’ year' at’our own expense have put in
Six new metal ga’res ’ro help ‘rhe pubhc remember noT only to close
Them when eattle are pr'esen‘r buT also °ro make |T eaSIer and mor'e
convemen’r for' Them To close T R R

We believe in mul’nple use, however; there are times when we
wonder about the disrespecT showh to these lands, such as trash
dumped or fences that have been cut for conVenlence ‘rather
than locating a gaTe -

The National Guard oper'afes their activities on‘ our allotment, as
well, which while being necessary, can be very hard on the
crested wheat seed on the gas line. Even the roads that are out -
there, are so heavnly ‘rr’aveled ‘rha'r the dust isa challenge

Unfor'Tuna‘rely the publlc does not realize the monetary -

coiitribution that a’ranchier supphes foa BLM allotment. Rather,
+hey hear of the" con&derab‘le br'eak" we geT to'rin ‘cattle’ There
and How hard llvesf ek’ is on' The Terr‘aln e agrlculTure sec‘ror'

is 50 busy’ *PY'“Q *0 make aliving, ‘rha‘r There is l nﬂle T:me for - ¥



public relations, other than doing the best that we can as the
true environmentalists of this nation.

Sincerely,

Pat.and Naida Miller
14900.5W. Miller Trail
‘Powell-Butte, OR 97753
548-3509 |
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RECEIVED @‘

‘ ' ' y 10, 2004
~JAN 14 2004 Jemary 10, 2
- | SR o  BLMPRINEVILLE

Dear Project Team Leader: - DistRICT

I reviewed the Upper Deschutes Plan and the preferred alternative. I would like to
specifically comment on OHV use of public lands within the project area. Generally, I
support the preferred alternative. I am pleased to see the BLM addressing the issue of
uncontrolled use of OHV’s on our public lands. I support the concept of closing much of
the project area to OHV’s use and understand the agency’s mission to provide for some
use through developed trail systems.

" The project area is very large With complex issues and it is difficult to grasp the impacts
of the preferred alternative and any cumulative effects. I believe that the project covers

- too large an area to allow for good decision making and valid public comment on many
issues. Planning areas should be smaller or should deal with limited issues to be most
effective.

In general I oppose OHV use of public lands. I do not support uncontrolled use or _
developed trail systems. Developed trail systems are the lesser of two evils however and
Ido understand that the BLM has a mandate from congress to recogmze this. multlple-use

and properly manage it. The main reason for my cornment to the : project is to ensure that .

your public scoping process is: not ‘one-sided, as’,I.know that OHV groups arewell

: orgamzed and that they t have good ﬁnan_' al TES '.ur 's.’" These groups also get support
from the recreat10na1 vehlcle mdustry“ at proﬁts from them and this is a large advantage
that other groups don’t have. In addition, the State of Oregon has a program to collect
money for OHV users and this program provides dollars for the development of
improvements (trail systems, staging areas, signs, trail maintenance, etc.). This Oregon

program is another incredible advantage for this spe01a1 interest group, the significance of -

which I believe many public land managers and private citizens fail to appreciate. It
provides political “clot” for OHV users and program dollars that give this ‘group an unfair
advantage in the process : , S

I believe that OHV use should be directed to private lands and not pubhc lands This is

* because I believe that the long term consequences and cumulative effects caused by OHV

use will result in resource impacts greater then the ecosystems it uses can handle. The
biological effects to wildlife, soil, vegetatlon and air quahty coupled with the effects to
other recreation uses, livestock grazing, management of noxious weeds, and road
management Wﬂl be extenswe if considered from a cumulatwe view pomt over decades.

Asa ﬁ‘equent user of 1oca1 pubhc lands m Central Oregon espemally those around my
house in Redmond I espec1a11y dlshlce the noise, dust ‘clouds, the safety threat they create
on 4nd off the road “marred” landscapes and the general d1sregard some users seemn to

~ have for the environment. I also find d1stasteful the actions some users exhibit in doing
donuts on perfectly good roadways, in camp grounds on tra1ls and in nat1ve habitats.

" The practical coricern here is that land managers readﬂy adm1t they do not have the



dollars needed to pay for road maintenance and many of these roads often have no'
maintenance. Extensive use of so called shared use roads by OHV’s eventually results in
these roads becoming only passablé by‘OHV s due'to the exterisive moguls that develop
With no maintenance, this mearis the roads become thé domain of one user group. T’ have
personally observed this situation on many:- roads in Central Oregon Whether these roads
were in unmanaged OHV areas or in areas that contain designated trail systems Inmy
experience, OHV’s present a great threat to public lands and natwe ecosystems espec1a11y
when their use is unmanaged and uncontrolled. : :

Off of trails and trail systems OHV’s travel across an unmarred landscape like a knife
cuts the surface of your kitchen cutting board, fragmenting habitats. Such travel

- displaces soil and destroys the A-soil horizon that is so important to the plant and animal
community. - A decade ago in Red Rock State Park in central California was spending up
to $4,000 an acre to restore habitat damaged by uncontrolled OHV use of that area. BLM
~ lands in the Redmond area exhibit the result of such conditions in places such as Dry _
Canyon and just east of town and north of HWY 126. The preferred alternative seems to
close much of the project area to uncontrolled OHV use and I fully support that. Ibelieve
that developed trail systems need to be examined carefully before new systems are '
imposed and that the agency needs to be confident that it can meet its obligation -
especially when it comes to law enforcement whlch currently seems very madequate to
meet the needs of what already ex1sts R o
Vehicles of all kinds mcludlng OHV’s are one of our largest potential disseminators of ] )
noxious weed seeds. Because OHV’s “can go anywhere as the advertisements say, they o
have the potential to fransport noxious weeds to more locatlons than just road corridors -
on the public lands than highway vehicles. Introducing noxious weeds to more remote
locations will reduce the likelihood of their early detection and control. The preferred
alternative does implement some measures to deal with this threat, a threat that may .
prove to be the single most important resource issue in our decade. This issue alone
should be enough to stop all uncontrolled use of OHV’s outside’ desrgnated trail systems

Wildlife as a whole is strugghng to survive our ever mcreasmg population in Central
Oregon and the associated urbanization of rural areas that are important to many species
especially mule deer. Mule deer often require these same areas for winter range.. OHV’s
and people using habitats disturb wildlife and can induce enough stress to result i in the
reduction in survival rates of ammals This is why for example sage grouse “leks” ar:
protected, caves are closed in winter to protect roosting bats, and winter range is closed to
vehicle access suchas in the HWY 31 closure. Much of the Bend, Redmond, and
Prineville suburbs are winter range and these areas do not recéive season protection from
vehicle use like the HWY 31 and Tumalo Winter Range areas do. Because OHV’s can
travel at high rates of speed, cover great distances in a short period of time, and go many
places street legal vehicle cannot, they potentially pose a greater threat of disturbance to
wﬂdhfe

OHV’s are becoming more and more popular to many groups for hunting, recreation,
rock hounding, and general recreation and their use spans the year with increased |



- presence in traveled and remote areas causing a variety of problems such:as road closure
v1olat10ns durmg huntmg season, wintermule deer.range.impacts during the spring
months conﬂ1cts with sage grouse during mating and nesting:s :season, and during summer
for many species. ., Antler collecting using ATV's has ‘become an important: activity for -
many in the area and th1s is-often the worst time for,deer to be exposed to such stress. -
Antler hunters often grid entire areas wrth their machmes looking for shed antlers. Year

- long area closures should benefit w1ldlrfe

In the area where I live Deschutes County has estabhshed a Golden eagle habitat site.
Special regulations guide building and use of the area to protect a nest along the
Deschutes River at T15S., R12E., Section 1 SE %. I could not find in the Upper
Deschutes Plan any reference to cooperative efforts to manage for similar goals on this
BLM land north of Howells River Rim subdivision. Certainly this small piece of BLM .
ground west and east of the Deschutes River should be closed to OHV use year round to
protect habitat not only dunng eagle nesting season but also so year round to protect -
habitat for their preferred food source, Jack rabbits,

I applaud the plan for recognizing the need to control shooting in this area even if our
reasoning differs. The plan appears to do it to protect local residents and I believe as
important an issue is protecting prey species for the eagles and perhaps the eagles-
themselves. Ishould mention that I have used this area for shooting myself and have ‘
even harvested a deer here and I will miss that opportumty, but I understand the need for

‘ changehere : : e R :

Thanks for the opportumty to respond I hope that my comments are cons1dered in your |
decision. A written response to my comments. is not: necessary, but if you have additional
*questions you can contact me directly at (541) 548-7913. :

oJlratll tw

Sincerely,
Don Sargent
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Bureau of Land Management

-\) ‘ | ATT: Teal Purrington ‘ RECE , VE D

e

3050 NE 3 St. | ,
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 1 4 2004

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Manaoement Draft. BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT
Public Comment Process

As a concerned Central Oregon resident [ would like to be on record as supportive of ‘ Current
Range Vegetation Management’. The preferred alternative B.L.M. is proposing utilizes a newly

formulated technique called ‘Historic Range’. I support ‘Current Range’ over ‘Historic Range’
for several reasons.

1.Current range is the B.L.M. s present method of vegetation management.
- a. [t is the best approach because of it’s built in flexibility.
- b. Carrent range isn't restricted like historic range to a concept of trying to recreate the
uncertainties of the past.
- ¢. The concept of recreating vegetation conditions that existed 150 years ago and before
is impossible and isn’t very beneficial to the community at large.
- d. Current range is the most compatible and consistent with other current land-use
activities like agriculture, multiple use and recreation.
- ¢, Current range works the best with our current and future vegetative condmonb
- . Cuwrrent range has the best chance of creating a healthy and diversified ecosystem that
prioritizes our current needs and vegetative concerns.
. The B. L. M.. is managing public lands within a federally designated reclamation
project area. The land within this reclamation area is mostly privately owned. This =~ =
project area is meant for humari development and occupancy. That is another key
reason I support current range, it accommodates people and their actions the best. It
works better under change, the types of changes that will occur now and in the future.

L
5]

2. Historic range vegetation management is a new and uncertain concept I do not support.
- a. I do not support the B. L M.."s efforts to re-create the vegetation uncertainties of the
past. '
- b How do [ know if historic range is the best choice when it’s never been used before?

. Historic range will be more etpenswe to implement and more law enforcement will
be necessary.

- d. Those greater expenses cannot be justified by results that are unclear and uncertain.

- ¢. Historic range reduces public access. has built-in conflicts with multiple use. and de-
emphasizes agricultural use.

Please amend the preferred alternative to support; o
"Current Range Vegetation Management'. - ' .

Print name: /40LV‘0M /3 feo [<
Address. Citv. Zip (4661 ME Cacllley -
Signed: - ' %A Date:__ /- /0 "Of
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' BLM FORM LETTER

Please Help Keep Our Pul)lic Land Open to the Public, by sending this

form letter by mail or e-mail. Thank You for your Support | R ECE IVED

Bureau of Land Management . ‘ JAN 1 4 2004
ATT: Teal Purrington e . " BLM PRINEVILLE

3050 NE 3rd St. : ' DISTRICT
Prineville, Oregon 97754 - o T

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

As a concerned citizen and recreationist [ would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferied altemative BLM is proposing does not adequately reflect how an
interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly affects our sport
and the users as there are no assurances BLM will ever have the resources to put
together a designaied trail system in the areas proposed.

The aggressive vegetation mangenient in Alt. 7 of the Juniper woodlands will
negatively impact a propsed trail system. . <

. We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that prov1d1ng no
1 motorized opportumues at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a mistake.
' There-is-use occurring in those areas currently, where-will that use go? Especially
for the Lapine and Princville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV equipment
liksted at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not reflected in the severe :
limitations to OHV use'on BLM land. ) ' ) _

Please adopt a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of the land
and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By micromanaging your aréas
and attempting to put separate trails in for several different uses in the same areas
we feel lhe management will fail and ultimately our use will suffer further

Signed . \_\ L \\ ‘ ﬂ 10
~ "\“\‘

© Or E-mail form letter to BLM to upper_ deschutes RMP@or.blm.gov

A_h\m%&a,\ouu\ TN \\m\ Q.xé\ tw\QaLN\ \ \\k A~ QK\A‘\W& 01
%&\\.}&\\x \‘&&St Z—L\% %’k‘%&& \Q&, \\\\%&k&\g Q“éxli\& X \!\W ‘

&M&b oeal § \\&Qr\m\g% NI W»&@ <
\\ ' Q\%\\& *LQ%W- mM\ngb&m&m

Xw http://wrww. geocmes co omacclub/BL Igiter.html Qg%? 12/26/2003 -
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December 23, 2003  JAN 12 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
- DISTRICT

Mr. Barron Bail

District Manager

Bureau of Land Management
3050 NE Third Street
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Mr. Ball, .' |

For the past fifteen years | have lived on the property located north of Tetherow
Crossing, which is bordered by the centerline of the Deschutes River to the west, and
surround by BLM land on all other sides. Odin Falls lies just inside the southwest corner
of our property boundary. :

| My famlly has spent a great of trme and effort malntalnrng and polrcung the BLM Iand

Dumplng, tree cuttrng, drug and éxcessive alcohol consumptlon,.. M 3
|mproper/dangerous use of firearms, destruction of private property, access across our
property’ resultlng in trespassmg, have been some of the actrons that we have observed,

deterred or. stopped

| have read the Upper Deschutes Management Plan attended the Iocal meetmgs and
traveled to Pnnevrlle to meet Witt'several BLV] staff members | support the proposed

“alternative 7” as it impacts’ the BLM Iand that surrounds our property for, the following

reasons ,

1) First, closing the surroundlng BLM land to motorrzed vehicles will significantly.reduce
the amount of illegal activities that currently. are very difficult to. pollce My neighbor, .
Gary McCabe, and | hired off-duty Deschutes County Sheriffs this past summer (6
hours a day, seven days a week) to patro! our properties due to the epidemic number of
trespass problems we experienced. BLM land (and road use) is and has been used
srmply as a means"to access our property Lo

) :.rr"{it’

;ﬂl'll;egcl dumplng h S also become an |ssue We ﬂll a fulI-SIze prckup appro i:mately every

‘ S
camper tra e r' a motorhome and & 5Lton'fﬂatbed truck bemg xabandonedron,‘your lapd.
"Blocking motorizéd accéss will greatly:help reduce or ehmlnate this problem as weﬂ




We occasionally get unlicensed drivers (under 186) riding dirt bikes and 4-wheelers on
the surrounding BLM land. These riders don't have their parents trailer their bikes here,
but rather, they ride some distance on county roads to get to this BLM parcel. So, we
have unlicensed riders on bikes that aren't street legal, riding at speeds well above the
posted limits, traveling miles to ride on this section of BLM. Unfortunately, these riders
don't stay on the established trails, but “criss cross” the BLM land, doing substantial
damage to the natural flora. We have observed that it takes years for the land to repair
itself from this sort of use. Although this-happens infrequently, it still is a concern. With
the conflicting use needs, there have been problems between the riders and the hikers
and horseback riders. :

As stated earlier, the few regular users of this BLM land are either hiking (in which case
they park at the “head’ of the road — we see a car a week on average), or, they're
neighbors riding their horses. Restricting motorized use would aliow us to better monitor
and to report any illegal activity on this BLM section of land.

2) Second, we support the ban on firearm discharge on this BLM parcel. Hunting would
not be safe due to housing density. This is a relatively small area of BLM land, and a
‘high-powered rifle’s bullet can carry very far. Over the past fifteen years, the land
surrounding the BLM parcel has been almost entirely developed, now surrounded by
single-family dwellings. Without exact knowledge of the placing of these homes,

shooting in this area is not safe. In addition, any hiker or equestrian would be in peril.
There are few natural backdrops to use as “stops” for target practice, and the entire

area is covered with rock, making ricochets 1neV|tabie e

3) Third BLM is proposing that the BLM property due north of us (Steamboat Rock) be
used on a three-year rotating basis by the military for training. With the substantial
residential growth in this area, we question whether a MTA is a compatible use for this
section of property. We would encourage MTAs to be designated to the east and
southeast of the Bend/Redmond area because of the noise and traffic generated by -
military activmes :

4) Although not pertinent to the Upper Deschutes Management Plan, we are most
concerned about the proposal to construct a parking lot on the BLM road that leads to
our property. With present budget constraints, BLM funds could be directed to projects
benefiting a much greater population (without the deleterious side effects of this parking
lot proposal). The limited amount of parked vehicular traffic (an average of one car per
week) does not warrant the construction of a parking lot. Since this proposed parking lot
would not be visible from the county road, it would very much be an attractive nuisance.
Some years ago, the area in front of our gate was used as a gathering place for high
school students who spent their weekend evenings drinking beer, using drugs, and
setting fires. We were able to eliminate this problem. A parking lot would be open
invitation for this problem to resurface.



In summary, we:

1) Support Upper Deschutes Resource Management Plan alternative 7, with few
exceptions.

2) Support closing the BLM parcel surrounding our prOperty to motorized vehicular
use.

3) Are concerned about the compatibility of a proposed MTA (military training area)
in the Steamboat Rock area.

4) Adamantly oppose the construction of a parklng lot on NW Homestead Way

We have and will continue to be ‘good stewards of this land. In order to contlnue this
positive stewardship, we wish toassist you in your goals to maintain the land by offering
to fund the necessary road, border, and fence enhancements to secure the BLM parcel
- surrounding our land to prohlblt vehlcular access.

If you have any questions or if there is any way we can be of assistance, please feel to
call.

PO Box 1727W=—=" LT
7291 NW Homestead Way '

Redmond, Oregon 97756

360-921-9600
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Bureau of Land Management ‘ | HECE’ VE D
- 3050 NE3re Street : ' c '
Prineville, Oregon 97754 JAN 13 2004

January 11, 2004 BLM PRINEV)y

. DistRiCT
Att: Mollie Chaudet, UDRMP Project Manager

I'had hoped this draft would have been in favor of the people that are now using the Prineville
BLM District public lands. However I see you do not have our best interest in mind. Instead of
you have more interest in catering to private property owners and selfish special interest
groups than to the people you would see daily out using public lands? How can this be!

Since I was able to walk I have used these very lands to hunt, fish, shooting firearms and
arrows, gathered fire wood, horse back riding, riding motorized bikes and pedal bikes,
camping, looking for the signs of my ancient ancestors, grazing all types of livestock’s, just
walking about with no particular place to go, admiring the desert plants and trees, watching the
desert animals, observing the rocks and landscapes and have driven thousands of miles on
roads, tails and just barley distinguishable two tracks between the sagebrush. Since 1973 I
have been a very active four wheeler in this area and have used ever trail or road just four-
wheeling which is a viable recreation all by it self.

All of the items mention above is individual recreation done on publiclands!: Some. people I
know do but Only one-However I like doiiig them all’ and ever timie I'entér pubhc 1ands 1t

beglns a new adventure Just ds it has been for’ over 50 ytars! Bach time it is as newan
excmng as 1t was then as a toddler smellmg my ﬁrst sagebrush My Wlfe and I Just go out to

.....

Watch the sun to set or to rise is beyond words in its beauty of the moment

The recreations mentloned above have all been done as the BLM 1s now managmg the lands
(or not). The only difference from then to now is there are more of us. There were clean camp
sites and dirty ones. Some harassed the animals some didn’t. Some burnt the whole tree and
some respected nature and brought there own fire wood. Most respected private property and
stayed on public property best as they could tell. My point is most of us using public lands use
them wisely but the few who do not really mess it up for the rest of us! It is this few who
seems to be causing the BLM to close these lands to the rest of us. HOW CAN THIS BE!

If the BLM is managing the land should there not be rules for us the users to conduct ourselves
while using public lands. Where are these rules for the person driving down Hy 20 and turns
onto public lands? Where are they posted? What happens to me if I violate these rules? Are the
penalues stiff enough to deterrent me from not doing what I feel like doing? Some of these
user have never in their life step foot on pubic lands. It doesn’t matter if the personis 11, 15,
or81 years ‘old what is acceptable on pubic lands? There is no one around'I'cafi do what I
please mentahty takes over: Instead 'of spending millions ofidollars in the last 30-years in :
rehashmg old words ahd ideas (in these books) the money would have been better spent on
education the publc on how these lands should nét be ised.’ Educating what is aécéptable by
niost of us land users and not closing public:lands. The first thing a land user should see (even



before the road number) YOU ARE ENTERING YOUR LAND Take care of it as it is your
back yard. Most don’t realize that each of us own just a bit of that tree. That sage hen belongs
‘to millions of us and no you don’t have the right to bother it. The BLM should be in the land
etiquette business educating land users and more land would remain open to all.

There is a real problem in this area with roads, trails and ways not being marked. It is hard to
figure if this fence is private or BLM. If the gate i open I don’t know if I’m leaving or going
onto public lands. The BLM needs to do all it can in signing public lands. The maps need to be
improved I have stood toe to toe with a people who say I’'m on their land but the map lines
show it is public land.

All public lands, roads, trails and ways should be open to all users. There is no place that
should be inaccessible to all users no matter what there age or physical capabilities are. To
create an area or trail system that separated users should be illegal. I have been sharing trails
all my life and that is as it should be. This land belongs to all of us and each of us has a right to
access it. Closing lands to motorized travel is and should be illegal as that would deny over
half of American access to these place of interest. There are more of us each day and we need
more access to public lands not less. Our ability to travel these lands will be inaccessible if
close to motorized vehicle.

Speaking from a four wheeler point of view the Prineville District BLM office is not working
with the local land users. We have spent thousands of man hours trying to build four-wheel
trails in this area. Your office has spent thousands of dollars for specialists to look over this -
area and agree with us there are many areas that would make a good trail system. Your’Tﬁcc
has spent thousands of dollars in this effort. Areas have been GPS and glossy aerial photos-
have been marked with trails. As to date all you have done it 30 odd years is close down trail
segment after way segment till there is no real trail system left. Your special interest group’s
biggest bitch is four wheelers tearing up the land yet year after year we have tried to build
trails to contain our recreation. A trail system that would be challenging to all level of users
skill. A system that would not bother private land owners. A trail system that every age group
could enjoy either as spectators or a vehicle operator. These trail system would be open to all
users of public lands as all trails should be.

We (local, regional, and national four-wheelers clubs and associates) are still willing to work

with you to build these trails. As before there are monies available from state and federal for
building four-wheel trails, maintaining and policing them. We will await your phone call!

As Alternative-2 leaves most of 1ai1d open to most of the land users that is the one I and my
friends support.
Sincerely yours

Ra@géke

541-389-7265
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BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

Bureau of Land Management
Attn: Teal Purrington
3050 .N. E. 3rd St.
Prineville, OR 97754

Re: Upper Deschutes Resource Management Draft

After reading the BIM's proposed management plan for.the upper
Deschuteg, I feel everyone did a good job; however, you dropped the
ball on the OHV plannlng :

The‘sectlon that deals with OHV's is way too abstract. Theré is
‘mention of an interim plan. What is the interim plan - take riding
areas away.as a planning and management tool because ‘there are no funds
available to develop the area7

I-don't see how this management plan canh be completed without knowing

what percentage of BLM land users are in each of the user groups, and

how: often these users recreate on BLM land.  This plan touches on growth
in some user groups, but there is nothing on the projécted growth of OHV .
_recreation.. I have enclosed a document, Appendix A,  that sheds some light
on this subject. I don't have any idea how theSe figures fit this area,
but I'd bet we could sample the last two year's worth of registration of
new OHV s and have some 1dea for the next ten years of growth in central
Oregon. ' :

Until this management plan has a defined plan for OHV's, and addresses
OHV recreation growth and resolves any conflicts that may exist, (including
funding of the implementation of the OHV plan) I would have to reglster
as being in favor of alternate plan #l, "No Change,

I do‘believe users and the BLM need a plan that can be administered'and
that addresses growth in the different user groups. :

Bob Lever ' )
20959 King David Ave. Ty
Bend, OR 97702

Encl.
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' Club iﬁembership drives. New Clubs. Poker Runs. Work Party. We're
looking for news of interest to Oregon's OHV community. Send it by E-

mail or snail mail. We will place it on this pagc Send to OOHVA, 34074
E. Peebles Rd. Eugene, Or. 97405.

OHV D«emographmc and Economic Statistics

Note: This data was presented in March 2003 at the National OHV Managers Meeung in Charlotte, Nor
document was written from notes taken by Dick Dufourd , Central Oregon OHV Coordinator,

“ Sales and Demographic Data:

) 1._Ofthe OHVers in 1997, the East was 63% ATVs, the South was 72%, and the West was 53%

2. In 1997, there were 3.9 million ATVs (66%) and 2.0 million OIMS.'(off-highway motorcycles)(34%)

3 In 2002, there were 800,000 ATV sales (73%) and 300,000 OHM sales (27%). That’s almost 2200 A"
nationally. OHM sales are flat. .

4. From 1997- 2002, OHV sales have increased 171% in the West (355% in Cahforma)
5. The average ATV rider age is 40 OHM is 30 |

6. Aboui 70%. of use is on weekends

7. ATV riders are 90% male, OHM riders are 95% male

8. In households that_ pa»rﬁcipate» in OHYV recreation, there are 2.9 riders

9. About 43% of OHV riders have professional/managerial OGCupaﬁoﬂé |

10. In a Tennessee survey: |

a. the average ATV group size is 3.8 and ‘OHM group size is 6.9 |

b. when‘campmg, the average length of sfay is 3 ‘(‘iays

c. the average day use is 6 hours
http://wvew.oohva.org/pages/news html ‘ 12/1/03



News ‘ - Page 2 of 4

d. there are 153;,000 ATVs and only 46,000 OHMs

e. the motivation to OHV recreate is: #1 enjoy natural scenery
#2 escape everyday stresses

#3 social, family and friends

#4 exploration

#5 challenge

f. riders want campsites, long trails, touring opportunities, play areas, quality signing and mapping
11. According to USDA Forest Service, the number of OHV recreationists in US: .
5 million in 1972
20 million in 1983
_ 28 million in 1995
36 million in 2000
72% ride on public lands

12. In a recent survey of children, 50% would prefer a virtual tour of the outdoors rather than bein the 0
of the kids in Los Angeles have never been to the ocean.

- 13. Our population will grow another 50 million in 20 years (275 million to 325 million)

14..In Maripopa County, Arizona which is the 3rd poorest county in the state, 90,000 ATVs were sold Iz -

~ 15. On the Paiute Trail in Utah, there were 1,000 riders in 1990 (it was rela’uvely new) and 60,000 in 20!
the use is non-local.

Economic Data:

1. The average OHV recreationist spends $500/trip -

2.In 1998, the total OHV economic value was $18 billion. This includes $2.7 billion in sales, $2.4 billic‘

billion for trips.
3. In the Tennessee survey, the OHV economic impact was $5.7 billion (their timber industry is $5.0 bil
4. The aizerage annual income for an ATV rider is $60,000, and the average OHM income is $40,000

5. In an effort to revitalize depressed communities in southern Utah, the Pajute ATV trail was establishe
mile core: trail system with another 550 miles of side trails that connect to 16 communities.

a. in the mid-80s, Mérysvale had 7 businesses, but with the trail, there are 21 businesses today

b. in 1996, a new RV park was built in Marysvale with 20 units, it éxpanded to 40 units in 1999 and 801
booked well over a year in advance. , .

c. during Jamboree week, riders spend $500,000

http://www.oohva.org/pages/news. html , ‘ 12/1/03
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d. the average rider spends $110/riding day
e, this previously depressed area now receives $5 million/year from OHV recreationists.

6. The Hatfield-McCoy trail system in West Virginia is only two years old and has 400 miles in 4 counti
- will eventually be 2,000 miles in the heart of the economically depressed Appalachia.

a. there were 6,000 trail permits sold in 2001, 14,000 in 2002, and 20,000 (est) for 2003

b. in the two years, 6 outfitter-guide businesses have formed, 9 campgrounds have been bullt and 2 new
built

" c. two years ago, none of the existing businesses were turning a proﬁt, today, all of the businesses have :
margin .

http://www.oohva.org/pages/mews. html ' 12/1/03
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' Bureau of Land Management
- ATT: Teal Purnngton

3050 NE 3" 5§
Prineville, Oregon 97754

RE: Upper Deschutes Resource Ménaqement Draft -

As a concerned citizen and recreationist | would like to be on record as
supportive of motorized recreation on BLM lands in Central Oregon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposing does not adéquately reflect

- how an interim policy will be implemented. This interim policy greatly

affects our sport and the users-as there are no assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail system in the areas
proposed.

Theaggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will negatively impact a proposed trail system.

h
v

We do not éupport the closure of the Badlands and feel that'pro\/iding no -

~-motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a

mistake. There is use occurring in those areas currently, where will that
use go? Especially for the Lapine and Prineville residents.

Our use is increasing approximately 20% annually with sales of OHV

_ eqUIpment listed at $18 billion annually — the increasing use is not

reflected in the severe limitations to OHV use on BLM land.

Please adop't a more flexible road trail density to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designated trail system that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put trails out for several
different uses in the same areas we feel the management will fail and
ultlmately our use will suffer further restrictions.

Print Name EOE LB/
Address 224 SE QI%‘ Fja\ﬁb O 517702/

Signed M S—
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BLM PRNEVILL =
R o - . DISTRICT
Bureau of Land Management

Attn: Teal Purrington
3050 N. E. 3rd St.

‘Prineville, OR 97754

Re: Upper Déschutes Resource Management Draft

I have 'read many articles regarding the hikers/bicyclists/horse riders
vs. the OHVers, and it appears the former group does not want to share "~ .0
trails with the latter group. There may or may mnot be good reasons for"
this attitude, but whatever the outcome, all groups are going to have

 share the limited recreation resources in this area.

OHV people have beenvwilling-to share trails with the "human-powered"
group, but mot the other way around. The very trails that the hikers
etc. are trying to claim for their exclusive use in the Cline Buttes area

: 'and the Badlands, were created by OHVers. In addition, a portiom of the

-gas tax (as determined by the reglstered number of OHV tags purchased) is
supposed to go to OHV trails. ' o :

‘While areas for OHV! s to rlde in .are constantly being dlmlnlshed, (or
under threat of being diminished) new areas have not beén added to make

"up the deficit, As areas are designated wilderness areas, we are dlscrlmlnatlng

agalnst certain groups, including the. disabled, and creatlng an elite
user group. How- ‘mahy hikers/bicyclists/horse riders are there, anyhow?

I have seen whole families using motorcycle/ATV facilities, year round, and .
-only one or two vehicles in hlklng areas. ‘I have never seen any people

or activity at any of the horse corral set-ups.

) _i'amznot éﬁ-OHVer, althoﬁgh I kﬁow plenty .of nice people who are. But

I believe in equality.  We all pay taxés and we should all be able to
use the public lands. This 1and belongs to all of us. :
. . ‘

Sue Lever .
20959 King.David Ave.
Bend, OR 97702
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JAN 1 4 2004

BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

Janmary 11, 2004

Bureau of Land Management
Prineville District Office
Draft UDRMP

3050 N.E. Third Street
Prineville, OR 97754

Attn: Teal Purrington
G. Scott Currie

Topic of Concern: Upper Deschutes Resources Management Plan

The UDRMP has too many options; you do one thing in one alternative but not in another alternative? The
proposed ACEC’s in alternative #7 severely restrict OHV use. The Tumalo canals are some of the best
_)f . trails at Cline Butte. In alternative #7 you provide a balance of 45% motorized and 43% non-motorized, but
o you have not determined WHO are the user groups and the percent of these groups who use the areas. T
think this information is important in the planning for the division of use in the areas. How will these plans
be implemented and were will the fands come from to support them? If you can open North Millican in
alternative #7 why is it not open now? Currently 92% of BLM land is open year around for recreation use
with 77% open to motorized use. Alternative #7 will reduce this to 38% motorized use. The plan does not
address future déemands for OHV use. No were in the plan did I find facts or figures on economic values
that each user group provides to the local economy? The population is growing and with it OHV use, why
is the BLM reducing OHV opportunities. Closing the Badlands isn’t management, but I think it will
influence Congress and the BLM isn’t supposed to do that. None of the alternatives address the real OHV.
issues, so my vote goes to alternative plan #1. I think the BLM recreation department needs to work closely
with COMAC and the OHV users; together I think we can come up with designated trail systems that work.

Sincerely,

Scott' Summers W/’

2442’N.W. 101" lane
Redmond, Oregon 97756
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Cline Buttes:

Cline Buttes is a very important recreation area for the OHYV community of Central Oregon Its close
proximity to Redmond, Bend and Sisters has made it a popular area for locals to recreate in for over two
decades. Cline Buttes offers a variety of terrain, from the top of the buttes on the east, to the flat land in the
middle, dry canyon to the west and the Maston allotment on the east side of Cline Falls Hwy. Cline Butte is
an OHV heaven. ,

P = 4
{7 Y
s

1 would like to see the Tumalo Canal ACEC droppf:d from this plan. The canals provide one of the best trail -

loops in the Cline Buttes area. How come it’s taken the BLM Archaeologist until 2003 to recognize the
canals? We (OHV) people have been riding the canals for 2 decades. If you want to designate these canals
historic, then fine, but leave them open for all users. I have not in the five and a half years I have been
riding these canals have I seen a hiker on them, I have $een a few mountain bikers and no equestrian use...
We have over the years cleared rocks, fallen trees, garbage and other debris out of the canaly’ and that is
why they are in such good shape and you can recognize them as a canal. The canals also keep OHV,
mountain bike and other uses from venturing cross country because the canal contains you in them. Also
how is 2 manmade canal an AREA of CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN? How does the canal
became an ACEC in alternatives 2, 5, 6, and 7 but not in alternative 1, 3, and 47 The canals need to be part
of a designated OHV trail system for a]l touse.

Dry canyon needs to remain open to OHV use. The canyons are beautiful to ride thru and its one of my
highlights of the day when riding at Cline Butte. I have had one negative experience with an eguestrian
rider in five and a half years of riding here. I can show you were horses have done more damage to the
trails that any OHV has. So if you are going to close it to OHV use it also should be closed to equestrian
use. Dry canyon needs to be part of a designated OHV trail system for all to use.

I would also like to see the ACEC dropped for the Peck’s Milkvetch and old growth juniper in Cline Butte. '

What is old growth _]umper? There are old junipers trees everywhere-in Central Oregon, And Peck’s
Milkvetch is just a poisonous plant; it’s referred to as loco weed. You can find milkvetch plants everywhere
Are these plants and tree’s going to die because there is a trail through them, I doubt it. What does the
Milkvetch provide to this area? Does it provide food to animals? No, but it does keep the land closed to
OHV’s. I have looked in every plant book at Barnes and Noble and online at the Oregon department of
threatened and endangered species and found no Peck’s Milkvetch listed. If you want to protect it then
direct OHV use around it.

" I feel Cline Butte has the potential to be a great OHV area. ] have a persoﬁal interest in this area because

it’s in my backyard. I have many friends and neighbors who use this area to ride their OHV’s and horses.
I would love to help keep this area open for all to use.

Badlands:

This area has historical OHV use and should not be closed down. This area also doesn’t fit the description
of a Wilderness area. This land has been fenced and cross fenced, cattle have grazed on it, it has many
roads running thru it. It’s been used by OHV’s for decades. It borders a major hwy; I was told the military
used it for a bombing range. It has a gravel pit at one of its entrances. By closing this area instead of
managing its use I feel the BLM is influencing the direction of the Badlands. This area needs to remain
open to OHV use, we don’t want to ride wild across the desert, we just what to ride the trails and roads that
have been here for decades. The problems at the Badlands aren’t from OHV users, the problems are from
social issues. When is the last time you saw a motorcycle with a refrigerator on the back on his way out to
dump it off! All of the BLM areas have this problem, all from people that have no respect for anything.

Horse Ridge, North Millican, Millican plateau, Prineville reservoir and the rest of the UDRMP:

Jf you close trails whete will the users go? All of these areas have trails that help to spread out OHV use, if

you close all the land you propose the OHV areas will get condensed and what do you think will happen to



‘that land then? Over use? Maybe they will move to someplace where they aren’t supposed to be. We need
‘more OHV areas not less. We need designated trails so we don’t ride were we aren’t supposed to be.

Thanks for taking the time to read this, sincerely , Scott Summers
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"‘Bureau of Land Management

ATT:Tagl F’urr%ngton | JAN 16 2004
3050 NE'3T St ' : BLM
Prinevills, Oiégon 97754 DERTIQE\#LLE

RE: Uppa‘,:.,; chutes Resource Manaqament Draft
As a congerned citizen and: recreationist | would lik@ {o be on record as
SUpporth/e of motorized recréation.on BLM: Ianda in Central Oregon

The preferrad alternative BLM is praposing dpes not adequately reﬂect
how an, intarim policy will be implemented.’ “This interim policy greatly

" affecls-olir sport ang.4he users as there are no asgurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put fogether a designated’ trail system In the areas -
proposed. ; 3

" The aggressive vegetation management in Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlgnds will negatively impact a- proposed trail system‘

We do not support the closure of the Badlands and feel that pmvidmg no
motorized opportunities at Prineville Reservoir and the Lapine area is a
_mistake. Thera Is uUse occutring in those areas cufrently, where will that
"uaa ga? ?.Eﬁpecially for the. Laplne and Prinevll%a. gidents.

Our use 1s increasing :‘J mxvmatefy 20% mmuai? of;OHv
equipment listed at $18 billion annually - the increasing use is not
reflected in the severe limitations to ORV use.on BLM land.

Please adopt a more flexible road trail densrty to a!law for the best use of
the land and for a designated trall systein that will succeed. By
micromanaging your areas and attempting to put tratls out for several
different uses In the same areas we feel the managamant will fail and
ultimately-otir use will sufferfurther restrictions, i .

Addrass/ﬂ 70)7 c"’J&kfé‘ (o”‘g@"m’ 9% ?774/

Signed_%@—/ D)ée_‘.&/

L/} abed ~ f50igh £0-61-08q 1697 8BE b¥S : AOVWHYHd 3504 i@ jues
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Sent By: ROSE PHARMACY ; ' 541 388 4601  ;  Dec-19-03 12:11; Page 1/1

ik RECEIVED

Bureati'of é,'a"d Management
ATT: Teal urrin ton '
3050 NE 3¢, L JAN 16 2004
Prinevilie, Oregan 9?7‘54 z’. : BLM PRINEVILLE
DISTRICT

RE: Upper Deachutes ﬁesource Managemesnt Draft

As a concerned cntizen and recraatlomst | wr:nuld like to be on record as
aupportive of motorized recreatlcm o BLM lands in Central Otegon.

The preferred alternative BLM is proposmg does not adequately reflect
how an ifiterim policy:wili be implemented. TMQ intetim policy greatly
affects our gport and the users:as there are rio-assurances BLM will ever
have the resources to put together a designated trail aystem ire-thie areas
proposed, {

The aggressive vegetatlon m&nagement i Alt. 7 of the Juniper
woodlands will hegativaly impact a proposed trall system

We do not support the closure of the Badlaghds and:feel that prowdmg no
motorized opportunitles at Prineville Reservoir and tha:Lapine area is a
mistake.. There is use occurring in those arsas, cuttantly, where will that
use go? Eépeclally for the Lﬁplne and F’rmevltle reMdﬁnts ‘

. R a oYy
iU pmém"listed o $18 bill :
reflected in the severé limita ois to OH\/‘ use on BLM tand,

.....

— Please adopta more flexible road trau densﬁy to allow for the best use of
the land and for a designateditrall system that will succeed, By ‘
micromanagting your areas and attemptirig.to put trails out for several
different uses in the same ardas we feel: the managamant wiﬂ fail and
uttlmately our use will suffer further restrictions. '

it Name ﬁ /Q/ECI/«) /71 /p 035
address____ /)70 /7 & Uﬁ/\/ﬁ? //a/ ﬁmu@ or 9770/
Signed__ ﬁ Mw /)L ,Mﬁ/ _
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